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were: accepted of God already, 
ible, (ſuch as Cornelius, ein, 
Da ptized to let them into the external ©} 
And upon this account the poſterity ß 
Chriſtian Me may perhaps be as reaſonably © 23 
admitted, tho unbaptiz d, into the church nag 3 
as formerly, ſo as not to be counted aliens and 3 


 Fereiguers,_ bur, a Par of the bouſbald of e,, 


tho future happineſs depend on other things than ©, 
church-privileges ; and indeed, if baptiſm was ' 4 
only or primarily intended to ſerve the increaſe of 55 ER... 
inward piety and repentance, I can't think bi 2 „ 
on occaſion of declen ions 2 of a man . = 


1 
5 «380% 
« 


ſo that firſt baptiſm co I -" 
fore we have but one baptiſm, As he was not a ci 


cumciſed Few to the purpoſe of ſalvation, who | „ 
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Who am 3 true: Spe Tri oed am 
far from rejecting. as a contradiction, any 
1 dodrine chat bears the genuine ſtamp of di- 
vine revelation, merely becauſe it Has ſome diffi 
culties bee it Wer- Femme, _ or et 


vine 4 pig 9 VE: mult feel you, hh 
I am no way aſſiſted ro anſwer the common ob. 
jections of that kind, from what you offer to- 
wards clearing the v vulgar notions of a Trinity 
from the i imputation of contradiction and incon- 
H T EE TO get 
There may be contradidion ce the com- 
mon explications of that doctrine, for ought you 
have ſaid in the matter. Nor have I ever met 
with leſs rational ſatisfaction in the point, than in 
your late uncharitable dialogue. If ſuch 
philoſophy, ſuch ſhallow reaſoning, and * 


grols Gvjniry,; moſh, bade 2 Amt a con- 
| A 2 1 fe: 


# 
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"# 5 . | 3 2 - 
- * 5 


— ̃ 1 ˙˙ OE 


1 40 „ 4 3 as 


Re! 


; one # Bause, Se us % in another. But here” you -. 
reatly ert 3 Wa. a contradiction always conſiſts of 
o inconfiſtent parts or terms; and wherever 
thoſe two terms are united in any propoſition, 
_ tis always a contradictions let it be apply*d* to 
what natufe you will. Indeed there may be 
ſomething attributed to one nature, where there 
1s nothing inconſiſtent ' or contradictory to it; 
which, if, attributed to another, might meet 
with. ſomething inconſiſtent, whence a contra- 
diction will ariſe in the one and not the other: 
but as one of the terms alone is not "the con- 
. tradiction in any caſe; ſo where both the in- 
1 conſiſtent parts are Join d tis always à con- 
5 cradiction,: and of "the? ſame ſize, in any na- 
1 tie, 5 thould indeed” — you might mean 
thus, were it not for thoſe” ridiculous inſtances 
you bring for the illuſtration of your meaning ; 
where you intimate, that tho *tis a contradiction, . 
P. 8, 9. for our legs to move ivo yards as ſoon as one yet 
tis none for the eyes to'rearh a ſtar as ſoon as the 
top of à cbimney; or for the thoughts to go to 
Rome, as ſoon as the next ſtreet : and gravely 
conclude, Thus you ſee that what is a contradiq- 
1 tion to legs, is none to eyes nor to thought; and oft 
1 ſpeak of the motion of fight and thought : adding, 
5 i that-all-the:ptiiloſophy in the world cannot recon- 
cile its going two. yards as ſoon as one from Mob. 
right eontradittion, (for ſo you expreſs it.) But 
are you indeed ſo very weak as to think you move 
all the way to Rome, and are got thither as ſoon as 
you think of it? No, Sir, whatever Haſte yo 
1 55 be u in * 2 80 no taſter than your * 
7 75 > "np; 


p. 75 


ve 83 


| 1 scan . you.” "a oc N Ml 
us philoſophy in the world, ho haye ſc ſo li e 
not to know, chat when you think pf . 
other place, tis only the daes of it Your imagi- WY 
nation which. you. contemplate, and nota leap or 
local motion of your thoughts to it? In like man- 
ner when you ſee the ur, our eyes move nat 

up to them, but their extended rays ſtrike upon 


the eye. I. ſee you have a head much fitter for 


entertaining an coining myſteries, than for ex- 


. plaining or defending them. It's a wonder you 
did not think rather, that Rome and Conftantinaple 
ſhift and come into your head: and then ſince in 
other caſes a leſſer veſſel cannot contain a greater, 
nor a nutſhel hold an houſe, you might Wonder 

bow your lit head ſhould hold ſuch, great cities; 
and Sith the ſame philoſophy: infer, that what is 
a' contradiction to nutſpels, is none to bead, an | 

challenge all-philoſophy, to reconcile it. Wark 
2. You ſay, No contradiction can be charg'd i in. 
any nature we dom t underſtand; Fot which reaſon, 
you ſay, We. muſt not object contradiftions. in ibe P 7. 
incomprehenſible nature of God, from. comparing it — 
with our own. I ſhould Laa this, in an Object of 
which we have no knowledge at all: but ſurely . 
if J have ſome, tho a, partial Knowledge 5 
infinite God, I may diſcern. what is contra 5 
to that little knowledge of him, 
thing more uſual or juſt, than to ſuch 
ſuch a doctrine, becauſe e e 3 7 die. 
vine attributes, to his ſpirituality, ION d- 
neſs, Cc. tho perhaps ſome of 2 5 | 12 
nor better known than the diyine N mine dec hat; ER 
one may as well perceive ſojne things to..be gon 4 — 

tradictory to the divine Lnity, as we dot ers to * 1 

| be ſo ro bis purity, and ſpirituality, Ce. 3 ; — 

| ſhopld this Unity be thought the only obſcure at- 
tribute among Chriſtians? And therefore there is 


no more caution ue here than 1 in all other rea- 
| os > ſonings 
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Well, by uſing the ſing] 
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KFemarls on Mr. L 
e from other divine perfeRtions | known but 
part. 

Nay,” 758 50 urſelf frankly grant, Hike we may 
ere Te thin 185 to be a contradiction when 
affirm'd of God: for you ſay, that *tis 4 contra- 
: three perſons are but one perfon ; and 
vyou are pn norant (or ff you be, you are not 
moſt fit to write in this controverſy) that the 
'VUnitarians take this to be the very caſe, v7z. that 
you make three perſons of one perſon, whatever 
you ſay; for they imagine, that God Almighty, 
in the complxte notion of God, is but one perfon, 
expreſſed by ſingle perſonal notes, J, 7. Dow, or 
He. They fancy you pray to him as one perſon, 
when you 2 thus, O Thou, Lord, Sc. They 
don't obſerve any to cry, O ye bear us, &c. But 
if that be your meaning, pray cor ſider if you do 

le pronoun, to giye them 
occaſion to ſuſpect, that you take God for one 
ſingle perſon, when you may fo eaſily amend it, 
by faying always, O Ye in the plural. They are 
ready to fay, that when you prove the Sen or 
Spirit to be a perſon, you do it from ſuch per- 
ſonal notes as ſheweach of them to be one He: and 


that if under one He, Mie, Thou, &. (by which 


God Almighty is perpetually expreſod in {Stripe 
ture) three He's are included, (for inſtance, if 


the words, 10 Gods before ne, mean none before 
us three) 8. how ſhall they be ſure; that under 


the perfor 


erfon of Son, or Spitic, tho ſpoken of as 
one He each,” there may not be many perſons in- 
tended by you? Now yowll do well coſhew, that 


God is not one He or perſon, or that there are not 


three perſons in him in a proper ſenſe, ſoch as the 
ofs fome bring for the three perſons do mean, 


Etheyg rove any thing. Wicht this, you did 
not well in ee 10 ber ay Aa” concelion, vix. 
* 3 21 8 J 5 es cher 


* 91 gb 1323 ; K 
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that, 0 6 convratiaion 7 three p 5 | 805 | 
one perſon, if you hold a 8 5 # © DEG, 
- [how ED adyance:this odd paradox, . 5 
doctrine of the, Tmnityvve 8 rain OS | 
not be. an. inventign's anexing nh h 95 | 

for it, For tube tauld inen. 8 co νiν, As if 4. 
no error 4 which ęver implics à contradiftion: i 
| ſome truth 1). can be an invention: ; whereas all er 

rots are nothing elſe hut inventions 'and 3 

nian will ſay, ag you. repreſent; him, that 

into. thels contradiftions by miſtaking the holy | 
text. Whether vn de (miſtake it & not, or 

whether you get hy the miſtake or nog, L meddle 

not; but *tis a fair account, hom tis poſſible and 

eaſy for contradictiens to be invented ::,and;your - 

ſaying, you-don't miſtake the text, be it ever ſo 

truly aid, is not to the purpoſe, fince they, be. 

lieving you do miſtake, can tiefy themſelves 
how it might ariſe, and are no Way: tempted: 19 


think it better than an invention, merely for its. 

ſeeming to them a contradictioh !- $f EDT ON 
But tho you: haye faid ſo little to the purpoſe 

againſt the objection. of a _contradieti 0 


point; yet, as I ſaid, Lage nos apps that head 
and therefore leave it, he.” ay. 
Io consider What notion you! EEE of the | 
Trinity: for indeed till men know t ß 
in God you mean, tis in vain to prove-any more” 
than a. Trinity in general, which is not dengf'd! © 
You offer us ſame parallels and images to hel "=D 8 
our conceptions, but very igconſiſtent ones. Odds 
while *tis a Trinity like pres faculties of 
mind, and another while tis like a Trinity 
| three men or minds; which br are juſt as. ops 
poſite as three perſons, and one perſon, which - 
| Jou ſay is a contradiction : ſo that: * cannot 
| be true — of — ſame — n ä 
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of a: ſeed perſon'y 
ſuppoſing it anviher oa e MS 
_ *tisbegonetfithe l fatulty, Then 
*ais,only These weile of the memory that the un- 
. 4 ttanding'can-octalion, And ngt the princi 
5 5 3 15:before any act ofthe reden vet 
8 2 | when you: has pleaſed your fancy: 2 
with theſeprett) jingles, this ch ing to the 
1 Buerixiaus, 1r only ſhews; hö tliree operations of 
5 . but one p 160; not how three 
| priſons maybe in one mind; unleſz the divine 
pPerſons att but, ſo many Monz Ur kB 1ghts; 
„ Le the will ale foch whlegoricel Irmitas- 
Saags; (for Daffiire you'in this ice; you ae hort 
3 d with keoping too muh io ube ener Rt 
fert ꝓretend, h ibo Ntil, int making 
three ſuch diſtinct , wa Son, 
Spirit to cndlr imb u chi figurd or Projopo-. | 
_ tak 1 Hu or any Lata. 
San, 6 Ne 7 1 Bey 


95 Neat d has t e dg this/without being 
ter panne, wich is done By-eyery Mi ele fle 
is "bf this\beieternal: | he and” 
ap the fort. and they hu 
blech if chis was all the charge” 
Hine they were clear of, and that they 
God Oe Ages yering to dur three 
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tion than! this bet weer a de dien Wie . 


2 and the incarnate. Son. 0 


Beſides, don't you think the Con of God know 


E himſelf, and: retains that knowledge, and' . 
himſelf? And if ſo, then, according to you; he. 


is the per/on knowing, and the per ſon known, lovin 


and lord, as you learnedly diſtinguiſh. And 1 
will make three ſuch perſons in each perſon, By 


reflecting on himſelf? for this 'ſeeins to be your 


argument, a man knows bimſelf, ergo he and 


; 
5 
E 
. 4 
N 
4 
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himſelf are two perſons; And at this rate à 


wit may allegorize all the abſurdities of the 


Alcoran into fair meanings, and ſilence all your 
objections againſt it, tho the vulgar people be ſtill 
left to their own groſs conceptions, while they 


take the literal and obvious meaning: nor do you 


| build upon ſuch a Trinity, like that of three fa. 


culties ; for you have another ſcheme, which firs 


2 por notions better. Therefore, 


2, You reſemble the Trinity to three human 


| perians-in the ſame human nature : but then left 


the Socinjans ſhould infer, that three divine perſons 


| will 3 in like manner be three Gods, as three human 


15-are three-men, you will not allow it to be 
Frits true to ſay, two or three men, when ſo 


many human perſons are ſpoken of, but think 
there may be many human perſons in the /ame 
ane nature. And yet in ſhort, you tell the Soi 
nian, that if he would allow that ſeveral perſons 
might partake of one divine nature, as be does al. 
low: they do of one. buman nature, the diſpute was 


at an end, as'to the ſubſtance of it. But, Sir, the 


Unitarians do not-allow one and the fame natyre 
to haye many perſons in it; they judge every man 


has a particular nature and ſubſtance of his own, 
in which none partakes, only that others heve ſuch 


nnother like nature to his; they cry, human na- 
wo in of on is a mere ens ralionis, a notion of 


the 
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However, if three 
human perſons a8 to theit en 
] doubt they will, in conſe quene ereof, be 
deem'd to be tbree. infinite divine — ** as . 
human perſons have three finite minds, let *c 
be ever · ſo much one in their nature, or 


And if three divine perſons: ſhould as properly 
be accounted three Gods, as three human perſons, 
can (in ſtrict ſpeech) be accounted three men z' 
and arg as truly three infinite minds or ſpirits, as, 
three men are three finite minds; there is à ſad 
end of the diſpute indeed. But on the other 


hand, if three men (or human perſons) in the 
ſame one ſingle. nature or mind,. be a contradiction, 
then you give the Unitarians too, much occalion- Y 
to think the like of your nie of the Trin Ys, 
by making this parallel. ae, 
Moreover, if God teach us to number. men by 
two, ten, &c. and yet in oppolitipn.to, ſuch plura- 
lity, tells us, there is but one God, or father that 
God is but ane, unus, or «i, it warns us that Hi 
unity is inconſiſtent with ſuch a plurality op „ 
ſons as is in your human nature. You add, P. 17. 
ve ſay, there is not more than. one buman nature, * 
wwe cannot ſay, there is more than one divine nature, 
the ſeveral per ſons partake Fit. Now this 5 
your notiom of the unity, which you ſacrifice: to... 
that of a Trinity: and upon this notion of Fever at 
infinite minds, your ſcheme is built; as your Ar- , | 
guments for the eternal Generation r 
and proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, do magifeſt: Vr 
for you tell us, God muſt needs generate and BF... 5 ; 
duce: other perſons on theſe accounts. * 
1. Becauſe tis a perfeſtion in nan to propagate: "Mp 
We ſee trees ſpring from trees, Beaſts, Ab, fawl, F. 5 1. 
Look man Len pat, their a 2 9 N rod he - 
RE... 


2255 . 66. 6 9 ; acconlng to the ve Pept 
: If! y6u wanted a better 5 — 
fox fi e @ parade) Por you ought to know, that 
man's propagation! is v6 far from boing an abſolute. 
perfection, that *tis founded in his infirmity; he 
need not be multiply d, but for want of others 
to fucceed Fe when dead, or to aid and aſſiſt 
him while vi g. And as Angels, who are more 
wt propagate, I ſappoſe ; ſo neither 
will then, une eher come to a more perfect 
ſtare; rhis wilt ceaſe with their preſent imperfec-" 
tions. It ſeems then the nearer to God, the leſs 
there is of /hjs pro agation. 
2 why mutt God tbe barret ſor not bpb 
ding? Are not angels and men his offspring? 
: 919 ke the Father of the whole creation? Would 
you 75 the Almighty propagate as thick as the 
1 trees? I doubt you'll think him elſe, to be com- 
3 paratively. barren! The reaſon ybu give for not 
= - multiplying: perſons and productions, or commu- | 
=  nications in God „vir, , it be mnfmite, it can ber | 
= |. 105 mort than one; and to infinite” produllions no- 
1  thing/can be adllell; but bumun produbtions may be 
; j OY reheat. be Hauſe finite ſhould be conſider'd, as it 1 
ſeems to "lie againft any infinſte production in him 
2 For it may be objected, that many infi- 
nite produdions are no more abſurd than many 
infinite'; perſons ; and that if infinite perſon may: 
be fepeated, and can have an addition, why not 
other infinites 7 - © 6 
2, Becauſe Cod Wau: be intel 77 277 gui, i ö 
5 rhere: were not a perſon (you muſt mean another 
perſon) to communicate all bis thoughts to; and this 
muſt, be ari infinite Fe erſon, for, ſay you, nothing - 
Sul . can conta u finite. See more to this 
"'Piitp dose, p. 32. Anda little before, you argue 
E be. pöint. from man's want of ſome to con- 
Wit | 


3 elſe his life "Os ſay you; 
| ho 


„ 115 ©; ＋ 5 ä 
umd would ge, 10 di here mag 
man in the xporld h e 
Agent. bee Pppſe tf ee 2 
575 Wi moth 1 hen Kane 
What a 1 | 1 ak, 
| ng, as, if 1 nite W m., * A MO 
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1 rg 15 N th: and accordingly 
muſt mean, that God could tf PDF. nei 5 
1 without another. mite mind. Nor e | 
aim to contemplate himſelf, hat. ya 
| for. that again the Socinians ; z Jouthy 
ing is plain. Ten do well to have 
i readineſs, one a Trinity of: facult 
- ſetves'to exp lain the unity; the "_ b 
mind. Laach with thoſe three fa ulties) , which 
makes out a ſufficient. Trinity. This latter, you: 

z and others. make uſe of when. vou explain the 
incarnation; becauſe it is hard ſhewing, the Sens 
nature or wind to be incarnate, and not the H.. 
|  ther's, if ie be the ſame particular individual'ming: 8 
+ cha is both Haber and Son; 5 but the A 10 
"Wk 


uſed in e pig the "ROW in ONT and 7 
e. Now if theſe two Men to be inconſi- 
Kent taken together, you cannot* help that, be- 
: e e bite minds and vet b but one, is Ape 


to rec 4 Gile.© 0.2: Ex: SHY 5 
mn my Seen eee not b inliſt on the 
authority of the” heatheniſh philoſophers | he 
the divine fetundigy, and a Trinity 1 in iGod; f nc 
your ee e have” been 10 Willi ing to o 
you to be Papaniſs' enough in your! notions. And 
a yo own there 8” ome corrup ion in the | Pagar 
notions of theſe" matters, fo they. imagine there 
is more than you e 3 Vid. Fae 
nhvenl'd.”” enen 
Let me only remark or 
when you "Huſtrate the un 
ture to the human Ag eſt. 
of man's ſoil! to fis bod 17 7 , 
count well for'the'cominunicark 7 '© 
ties of the two natures. You” he 
the” Alexandrity' atid* beſt copies) 1 xt, 
A 20. 28. *of Gyd's Mood, Win Shirt 175 
dene in the than, may be Hit As truly of the 
united! God; ds Man 75 falt 4% Lat, e. when 


: it longs any to ib body.” Whites in his Ie 
cr, e properties of the body are not at All 


arttibuted tothe foul, as Thole of "the Daman are 
by you tg the 45o5ne nature. To fay, God ſhed 
. his blood, or tea flefs, or mae fleſh.” is anſwerable ö 
= to ſuch expreſſſons, as the foul drinks, the | 
foul is made'botly,”&c. And if we never ſpeak | 
ſo, notwithſtanding, the perſonal. union in 10 
then it may ſeem hard to juſtify ſuch exprel ſions, 
as Go#'s boot and dying, &c. by any ſuch. per- 
ſonal union of the two natures, as never 15,2, 
ground for ſuch communication of PRs in 
e ä it by. 5 5 rhe | 
| 1 Ou 
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ou " $f Sr. en the Nene | 
| of the ay ror Spirit (as diſtinct from generation) 
| which is a great article of faith, only that he pro-Jom 5. 
| ceeds,from the Fat ber, or goes farthi Sp all gifts du, 26. 
and Chriſt proceeded.from the Father too, and be: 8. 42. 
= Progeeded.;(th very-wor uſed: of the I parit) un 25, 
Jab. 5 all the ee would 8 | 
y for ſuch a diſtinct article? N Gs | 
Fo oonclude, unleſs you. ae your notion 
moxe clearly. what Trinity you will maintain: 
| i 18 i pain to cap texts about y know: not 
Tis. eaiy ic bend a phlraſe divers Vays. 
| Uales you Hr your! notion of „a Trinity more! 
diftintly, had you hot better leave men believe) 
only ſome Trieity in general. tho they can't well 
ell what? And tho: vu May think there is ns 
ſach vaſt difference between believing and not 
| believing, one RS not what in particular; as? 
that men ſhould damn and hereticate each othet 
for it; yet certainly tis better to be content 
| with this 4th inplicit faith chan. to go about 
| explaining What you cannot. For when alls 
done, a mans f is not 3 worde, but hi? 
ſenſe and meaning zi; 10 Who s a large crerd, n 
but means noi, believes no more, not makes 
any more uſe of iti than he h0 denies. it all, let 
| him boaſt never ſo of his faith. My Aa 3 IM ene 
And when you have brought a text or two for 
| Chriſt's being called God; and ſuppoſe it to be 
the ſupreme God that is united to the man Chriſti: 
| Tl: yet if the Unitarians ſay, tis God the Na- 
lber las they gather from Fobn 14. 10.) who was 
| manifeſt in that fleſh, and ſo the Farber and d be 
ne, in as near union as you imagine of a fc, 
perſon; and that cherefore he is called, a8 „„ 
| lay, the Everlafting Father ; which they think Bari. g 4 LS 
great virtue to nne ee ue . a 
eee e 1 be «3:59 81 a 03 he 
5 BE You'll 


EE 92 well Ke ec de e boaſts ( — 
_- Fathers (fo often yielded uß tte the n 
. or::by concealing. their ſtrongeſt 3 
Be . _ Shew:?em that they have no grund te imagine 
We: two or three Gods (or e inet) t6 be + 
5 FPhyed/ in ydur ſcheme of the Pimit) 
ancied; not ſo much! from the + 


11 


+. nature of 5 ( uns ſcheme It 
|; WM nh the dene were 203 
2 x yet hot — omg 
1 hejache- us nor in that divine fhartire Ee 
TE _." incarnate, but another. + Alfopight the! Divine! 
. . Nature and the Ihres Perſons wes the ſam 
1 . de ſaß your own ile, chere wil benf One 6 
7: 158 : Dei ſim- Z three. perſons, and one Natre beſides; Is / 
beit. the three perſons are not incarnate; tho the di- 
eee. vine mature (which is the fame. fring) ) be: that 
cha chere be three Perſols in the divine nature 
Auͤiuone, yet when that nature is ee ol 
#1 a . _ imgelligentomure,” tis all but ren. In- 
| © _  dleedetun or threemfiuite ey are ;eafily oV 
| 
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op 


1 als ba ther dhe Gage A 6955 has" 
II den that impions and heretical Ne deube 
, way; and! having alſo mate 
- "IE I thete is no .fuch\' eulty in 
_—_ . . - 3 a begotten being ta be'/2]f-exiflent and 
—_ ee ent ;) Or elfe that he | ſhould! be ſupteme 
eos and the firſt: zauſe, tho not ſelf- en ut 
_ 0 ancd may have alb he perfec-- 
= 1 tions N God, TP he have 50 that Oo an xi 
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elf. exiſtence: Then I ſay, you'll go on ſmoothly ß 

| with your texts. But if you ſilently grant them, 

| that zheſe are really contradiftions, and really 

| chargeable on your opinions, you'll not wonder 

if they conclude, all thoſe human comments of 

| God's word, which ſupport. them, to be erro- 

| neous. That you therefore, Sir, may not loſe _. _ 
your labour, nor they the benefit of it; pray be 

| ſo kind as to take this advice from one, who truly 

| wiſhes to ſee the Unitarians errors detected, ah 

that you may write to better purpole for the 

| Church, than you are ſaid to have written for the 
Sal... 8 
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HALL out paſs, over your -prean 

. you repreſent me for a Day as rt 

every one, Who has not ſo gogd an opinion 
of the truth of contradictions as. you. have, muſt 
needs be ſuch; and alſo your feignir me to be 
in a paſhon, . for only, cenfuring, ; Jour weak argu- 
ments, that you might poorly inf 11 8 I Was 
a loſer; by my talting; vhile a Ila torrent of 
perſonal reflections on the dead, by whole mouth- 
fuls of reproach, viz. That pragmatical Heretic, 2 2. 
ignorant Pedant Biddle, witneſſes thę candor and 9. 60 
tenderneſs of your meek, ino ffenſ ve, Mae all this 
I wave as little to ce Purpo © WW and procced 
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5 * EF, 4 [3635.34 
anſwer to. wad Remarks, 


ſeem to adi, chat as 1. 
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1 "If 7 7 lest on iti «is Remarks 


| judge, there are irreconcilable contradictions in 
your ſcheme of faith: and therefore, in order to 
Inpport your 2 you Tour to To | 


of one To as 0 „„ 
You ana 5, That what 7s 4 te e 4 


S "Ae AP Sis 1 00 FS ot Y 
it to 2 nature you zo 


Rue — : 
thing cannot both he; And he- : 


> at Once, 
ther it be ſaid of God a, 5g 6 In 
You attempted to prove your paradox 'by the 
motion of the thoughts to Rome, &c. and 
eyes to the flars as ſoon as to the chimnney- # I 


= hc. you fay, implies the goin te yars as 
=_ 1 eee tradiftion m | 
5 Do , put not in the lf ef Won 1 

; .. tho I. Mad owt; 2 | 


. hehe ſeg motion mn the thug 
FCyes, and gel X6. be 
_ theiefore f 

ought,” 


Gr 
and of ſt, nick 
OR GHe ert on dur man te 
5' u contradig 
reh fr dre % Yoke Yak , and theres 
| for T. l Roth eee an other 
upon TomE-peer:bjthd" your Jer might 
5 ä ene vet 


the motion a of Gght,. and the Int 5111 
8 bon bum man's cönceßtiön bf light, 
Vi than by "allowing the Abrefaid 
wies das ect in- the 150 bor bf bf the ke e 
bid. place here in the eyes. Tou af 2 5 tan you 
| 5 explain to Bin, both the de kan mk 4 frat as bon 
; "thimire He Ta B. e 25 T 
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miles: ff, wbile ha fene is 


e 
7, ever a 4 
2 ſeem 9 Adcmit it, That erg is no ſuch 
cho as che 2906, dx, 4 thodſand 


told, and muſt believe.ic.. I don?r wonder.if the 


poor: abus d man Sanative; that, 40. (be a flat. can | : 
ſradiction, which in truth is ſo even 8 : 


man, aud which he aught not totbelieve 
does this proves that tis no 


move a - houſand;yards.as ſoom a8 One, PO. 


you fallly told him, and he „ 
that your eyes did mote fo, When they 
„ „do it, beeauſe tis 89 

thought you were d prove . 
in one Caſe to be none in another an⁰ẽ now you 
ſuppoſe a contradiction which is not, and con- 
clucle from it as if it truly were. $0 that 


Tbis is in effebt gur — fpockig 7 


| the-aykd;-dich eats to the ſtam peJoon as to 


the chimney, 
inſtant, (as they do dat) chen here would be an 
inſtance of that being a contradiction in one calc, 
in Legs, which is none ig another, vic. Eyes. 
but cho there is no ſuch thing in abe premiſes, 
yet the concluſion is true, becauſe it would: have 
been true, if the premiſes had heen ſd. No doubt, 
Sir, you argue e- er How does this 
provr a [coor noi one eaſe" r 1 be none 
in another * 43 16 4X: ried} 7) a . Jo s wht” 
But, ſay your-tTis mpeſible to exp ain to: him. 
what fight. is, ſo. as 46:neconcile it from: 8 a con- 
tradiũ ion to him. I-anfi wet. That a true and R 


wachchon in! it eee e it appeat 


1 


u ab in ſept Be ics din tbe min 
trifle wore 20 tell 3 _ 


miles ; ahd 
yet you ſuppoſe your plind mas muſt be falſig 8 


or pour thoughts o Name in n 


explication of it will not contain yy real , cone, ; 


Wh A 


F. 6. 


And 1 pra y: what CC 
dee 
15 6 


Fe cobld 0 
far, as yo 


fſerve ysur turn 


Maden 7 250 Wee 25 
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de none, (for who doubts:that'?) bir that a ny 


contradiction may, in ſome caſes, be none. 

ontradiction will - appear to. 
O hat Was ſaid, Tharithe che mouss 
u ei tes unn 290? Tothis you 
fay, The Bln mus doermotfeel this, nor knows tubat 


not up, bis 


you meanby n, br by ſeeing. But is this any con- 


tradiction ic him, that he Thould not feel every /ub- 
tile par niche that touches on Him) or that he fhoutd 


have no idea efcſight ? TU add, he can't think 


of am other ac; 255 that the eye muſt get up 10 the 
Har, er the" far come down to ubs che. I ex 
imagine his eye went up to the 


bag ſuggeſted before, to repreſent the 
contra ction: of moving Io far in an inſtant; and 


now you allow him another conception of fight,” | 
y entend io hi: ns But this 


viz: That thefftar: n 
is quite another matter from your inſtance of the 


eye” S going 72 ſo many thouſand miles, and has 5 
do ſuch appenrande of a contradiction. Nor will it 
or an example of a contradiffion's 


becommg "no conrraditiion :"16 that, it ſeems, he 


may be convine'dantbir vey; than by perſuading 


him, that What is a contradictien in Ana nature, 
is none in anorbur, which you ſay is the only Way, 


and I that * n way-. 2 5 and if he be tobe 
convinced this way, he mit be'fappos*dto: 15580 i 


a woiſe blemiſh than Want of eye · ſight. 911 


The moſt yoù can reaſohahly pretend to hag 
b, That L ean't by my words, tip p him to farm 
a juſt idea of ſight, (which is thro? his want of 
neceſſary organs) but it does not thence follow, - 
_ that he ought to take up with a conception'thar | 


implies plain vontradictions, which he knows 


muſt be wrong, and ought to be rejected: for 
tho he may not conceive what fight is, (nor is it 


made his duty, as in the other caſe, to which 


you * 0 yet be ra be fure tis not made 
| wp. 
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ek; crnndifigs, 1 A man oy L 
| Rand s thing, and. yet understand 
| e g "4p 4 

the freſs 1 Ja 22 
no argument 5 pr enn i! Th 
ſome mens notions of f..the., ? 11 5 ature 4.4 ANC 1 
in no caſe whatever are the 

oblig d to believe direct e nor 2 
they become. no conttadicti ions, if, a. oi ud | =. a 
live em erroneouſſ. Or 
| £0: what, purpo 2 then Was that 
| 1, avill. Join iſſue. with him upon 1 7 
words proper to expreſs the natu 

nan, horn blind, and will give 
contradictions from uch ood MES 
| underſtands. m; then 1 will undertake 4% 44 
the contradiftions in ihe terms, | 175 wwe err 140 | 1 1 
the Holy Trinity. To. explain it To as to enab 4 2% 
him to form a clear, # a of it in his imagination, 


I neither undertock, nor is it his duty 9 haye 
uch-an idea, much leß to take, up . any that l 
are falſe, But ſtill- I ſay, that a,true explicat * 
of the operation ef fight will never. Lead bim I 
| infer contraditt ions. Af h e im ich,” 


are 8 contra x 15 zer Calcs, he 
certainly does not right 25 e 
Plieation of, this, an e be in p 
an error, and to ſet himſe fs It's and, muſt. 5 
either bring his thoughts to a conbitency, 6 74 . 
plicitiy believe nothing in bs tter : 
man, pretend what he will, vice lieve a. 

| contradiCtions to be none, ot Wy is the lame), 
| OY 2 HY 20 3 55 ent e "IP! uff id 
1 Lind Fs tho. 455 1 ann 

idea of light, are very far from e 

contradictions BORG: it; at PRE 1 th 
35,3 | 
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A en 4s bo BR 
_ avoidable notion of a contradiaion. DN BI E 
. - Therefore," Af chere were no -—— 1 
he dan caſes vo dür do de e ne. viz: of « Bi 
blind maft's cbnckiving fuch*z ching as gbr, and 
NN conception of the Tri nity'; yet chere is 10 
reaſon from: thence for bong — 2 With eortradic. 
Ade! in the latter, ſince fs, not tequilite ne Rt to 
Fob in che dert 
Beſides, hb & 


; eh Bel — — 
be tally rule In the Chf. iari"Uiſpepſation;- vis. 
chat the all-wife"ahd good God * ſhould "inipoſe 


pen a generation of men, gern Blk, "a long 
e, of the naröte of Keb, d refrattions,” and 
colours, er a fen of rf; of which they 


Col Have 10 f anner of conception, nor malte 
aby'vie, only i might ſer en together by the 
Cuts in . contentio 11 chat ever hie 
 #buld be pleav@' with teh ef "themſelves, 25 
__ ſhould preſume go be paraphraſing an 1 
 calogrs, Cre: inn their on ove! Avid 
which "ey think more proper and clear, fog? 
ſay, are equivglent to bis, (bu being wholly-ig-! 
norant of the fubjeR, cannot know what terms 
fate more or EI p foper) nay” to anathemitize 
and petſecute all that aſſent not ckereto? Veri 
„Jod inſinste "Y honour to Jour” caiiſe by 
tuck” an untowar tepreſentatſon! 'Y ou ae go 
{eff blind, and yet you fore | 
take you for their = : therefore, I conelade; 
man is not fo uncapable of God's revelations; -as 


2 blind man of knowing and aiſing the Sun's 


ght; and I'll ſuppoſe i pretend greater: in- 
capacity in men, NN 4 lbb benefit fcom re 


os Pant 
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; N 1 Nina, : 
fog ih 9 5 9 oof 
e hr 101 ave thewh, does not. cög. 
1 0 to take Mut for no ng AAA in 55 $3 


Ou pretentl. Thy 1 55 


4 EOS: oli weld" Fain 
any. to + Fol pk Alling [ſe 
. 5 ng e Bad , But why ? 
Bk I-fay a 9 i may } che, be no en | 


n, N.“ "Fad g 1210 fay you, there 
; 2 thi en "to. 255 7 0 ber, 5 
ere l. nor bi gry Mien of Loni 2412, 14% Tt ; | 
? Nane "Ir hight meet be | 


tt” 4 0 in the o Per, Andic fa 
fill; 1 only added Hat Rs it, that 15 Ty 
prod terms 75 a cn ien! is 20 55 contradicts 1, 
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t bath, together are, and ar a , nature. 
Reh le et be i as ng ſee "iff Fr of 
Is this i, one, to lay, that a 
contradiexion 7 is two inconhiſtent propoſi 
tions) is Wat no 'contradiftion, wh : 
What 5% ſaid; * 211d" that one of the 1555 
alone. is no <bnttadidtion, | wi 3 5 what 7. 1 0 
Do 4,” chat ſay, by . 1 | In 
Beige £3 0 We 


Ts 
75 


Re 5 5 l 955 1 0 Fa, a . 


757 1 # 
= Is 0 , ay, UE 2 What 3 | 


wil „/ Well, 
1 1 | | = 4 . ; 
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nay | be e none in bes 
he you "meant more, if words can. ſhew your 
xeaning, by your. inſtance. #, 17 75 7 5 . 
as. 9on as. one ; 1. 6. to 80 8 yard, 9 and 
. we. than Ihe at ee ba "A ' your 2X m- 
blance, h ow, a contradittion + in one caſe may 
none in another; that is, t ae g 
politions may cla not 7 b 8 Le the 
verity of propoſitions could, he d. N 
I muſt add, that this is not of 2 10 e Ye | 
your 5 aaa. more to oe RO A it e alt the 
Ss. as ON 
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5 ae God, | be tyre 15 Wh 119 7 J 
man, You were 85 ſo weak to argue for what : 
they. always Eh contrariwiſe, FR did ſup; 
pPoſe the Socinian to charge vou with holding rw two 
oppolite repug nant propoſitions, VIZ. That ( ore 
is inoriginase, | and yet a derived nature; is the 
firſt cauſe e and Vet has a father and a cauſe las 
the F7-t Fathe s expreſs of the San 3) that he is 
NG one he, yet three he's, &c. Now at 
ch ſort of 1 if real, can ever be 

true, you afirm'd,, but I never. aid; 3 and there 
fore pray don't "call me am more to be. Jour 5 
voucher 1 in ſuch.a caſe; for you certainly intend- 
ed more than I faid « or you pretend: and tis in- 
- cumbent on you, either to ſhew that theſe are. no 
contradi&tions, Which they object for ſuch, o 
_ OT are not. argeable on your faith 4. oF , 
- 7 : 
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E contradietions, Wick bleave faſt to 
et 8 5 is. d 4 ſurdity in them, +. 
doe i&tions (7. 2. two oppoßte propoſiti 
may fometirnes be fone, or not "oppoſite 3 4 5 
that. 70 be, and ddt be, may ſometiches be the ade 
And then vom d more > lg the Ron | 
| the Gallican and Engliſh churches, chan if thei 
| 7290 nods bad ſat af the ſame line, pt than is dode 
| by the author of the Regale, Se de ſtan” 
| riation\will then be a credible m vyſte 23 +. 
Add now ſince I d nothing W be any Uke in 
neh 60 What I ex pos d ip yours, yd heed. not Ex 
tend to wonder, how IL can deny, bar bat #8 2 
contradiftion in ont" nature, may yet Be none in - 
other, "1 ſhould wonder more, i Tdid not deny 
ſuch'an abſurdity. | wane 8 ae 
"Your other inſtance Ice, which Fol aki plan 5 
not taken notice of, viz. That 7 4 en pet bt 
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hat / 
for all kings 0 b preſent with God, tho it be @ 
| contradifion to 1 that the paſt or future-things 
| ſhould be preſent, is to: the lane purpoſe'as' che 
| eſt? for in one 128 tis no contradiction to ei- 
ther, , e. for a paſt thing to be onjettrvely preſent. - 
in the idea, and 10 it may be with man; and in 
another ſenſe tis à WntradiQtion in both, i. e. to 
behold that as aua doing now which is paſt? 
for ſo God himf ſelf does not behold" the original 
chaos, as now aftally- exiſting "void of *form's 
nor does he judge Adam and Evel to be now in — 
their firſt ! An I doubt ſome are fend of 1 
making abundance of heedleſs conttrad iEtions, —_ 
Purpoſe to keep fome darling "abſurdities- of their 
own in countenan ance. But tho T am not G 
as to pretend to reconcile all diffieultics/-or to 
fay Which fide is wrong, much les to fathonm 
| the Joundleſs perfi@jons of my glorious Creator 
| yetTthink ir is. 8 ogance” fo fay; chat L am 

ſure” Both ſides * or A beben, or real contradies : 
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and deep e FRG. 5 5 | the ONO: 
o do t 442 N be ens n 8 


ht have ſome fair pretence, 1555 e. had 
i ms. 3 all 8 19 that we have 
ſo much know ledge, | tho? partial, as Warrants vs 
to deny what is. contradic ary. 10 ſt: hence we 
| juſtly deny many things for being e 
to the divine attributes, to hi ſpiruua] d- . 
nels," Sc. And why. may we, — As 1 che dern 
what is contrad itory to the divine unity. 5 
is as manifeſt as the other? Tou ref 97 43 
the altributes and. nature 4e 4 1 
iS: 4 e, nat about G 0004 8 Pos. yo 155 „ 
nature, of which ug are. e enorant'; that *tis 


"ny darkneſs to * &c. 
y at | Ae attribytes, 
rf Qions,. are the 7 very efſence under ſo man 


— 6 
om inadequate conceptiqns: 3, that God is not. 


different thipgs, but _ his very nature is 
goodneſs, power, wildoo, 5. "Bur I will o Xt - 
obſcure my, Je ene by entting on metapby/ice, 
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tainly i is not, TH 
EF 0 
| be what I know. $48, 09s | 
that derivation, 5 Fein any other caulc 
| what, cannot b upreme 85 
| uftly,. 500 ect a ion to thoſe who 
this ynoriginate; bp to barg 
ow. bis zature. can be" b 
ainſt thech that tha fs, ere 
1. will 0 Et 


n 
ren 


ere 
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; cauſe... IF. 
| object IHE, ag 
uy many ſupreme divine nftures, 
inſt all e a. contradiction. 1 
a t ever-gloriqus ? bovab ;.; ang J niuft know, it 
rac inſtances, what is ere ee, elſe I ſhall 
not know but God may E Ll and mor tal 5 . 
| his nature, if L.cannor. k "IR: are FO 
þ T1 ww but FOOD 
IS w but any pr rey, or perfeftic 
of his nature, 1. may know poſer to be a con ra- 6 
diction to his nature, Which denies that pertec-. . © 
tion or property. If 4 kpow: he is a neceſſary eter 
nal being, I know, well that. he i is of 2 nature that 0 
cannot die. If 1 Know from xeaſgn or ſcripture 
that he is all-4 wing, I know tis a contradiction 
to ſay of him, Mo, is that N he-is ig: 
norant of any ons thi yn, EE e n od 5 
3. If I knew neith e, e mot, Fes 5 5 
4 perfection of his nature 1; Jet if J En. 5 
bye N 7 ee e of, 2 1 
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thing, and te Vitſelf, 1 may fey ſay *tis con 
kradiction when 2 ply'd't to God, becuaſe tis ſo in 


itſelf. hus to be and not Be at Oper, to be but one | 
 fngle perſon, and yet bree fu MN hogs bein ng 


repugnant, may ſafely be objected for a con 


diction, without any 1 to the nature tis ap- 5 


ply d to, becauſe of the mutual rep ugnancy of 


8 the two. propoſitions, which alway Frey A one 
| another, and cannot be ſaid of the fame Ding: 5 


that I don't, in this caſe, object à contra Fetion 


in God, from's ſuppoſition mar his nature is re- 


| of the incomprehenſ 


ſembled by mine, but from the bare nature of a 
contradiction. 1 may doubt whether God be a 


Pure ſpirit, or be only a groſs body whether thy 


Joul be material or immaterial * ut leaving this 


ſtill in doubt, I am ſure tis not Both material and 


. And if any one ſhall Ob; There ate 


* £2 


vs och as the N 47721 one Ana + 125 Sf g | 


rill'he'knows perfectly what the nature of G 


bs, before he pronounces them to be contradic- 
tions. And therefore was not rightly ſaid of 


you, That no contradiftion can be charg'd in 


nature we don underſtand ; eſpecially, when yours | 
ſelf had granted to the Socinian, That it is a an- 

tradiction to ſay, three perſons (in God) are hut one 
perſon, which, I' repreſented. to you, was what : 


the Socinians charg'd your ' ſcheme with: and 
therefore you were bound (but wou?d r not attempt 
it) to ſhew, that this contradiction is not charge: 


able upon you; inſtead of which you cry, A con- 
tradiction in man may be no contradiction in God, | 
when twas granted them, that this $3! a _ | 


trad iction even in God | | 
Having made it appear, "that our ignorance 
1 God, does not fender 1 


> N tute. ant antes nwoh oe ae LCoS ine ind. 2 
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_ who] ly 


| whaty hepa bft lech erg Gertzin cn 


I may conUhide | 
—_ convince 
| zylan ey maſt not 
from contradict Poe the gigtter TNF a8 

| at Ae Bache Na , . cht it will be e. 
Wall den that choſe anch the Ake dif. 


di 3 of him, 


ing d 
bs 


; 25 5808 a0 a 17875 anda fob 
; for Ti Rhine, "can be'faid of Ged, tho 
molt "Hind, "which" Gn [your Prinelpies cin be 

confired z* becatife' n © Knowing his nature, we 
müft nor ſay any thing is à cofitradifian' to ir. 


Ny, fince you By we know not the nature 5 
man) *nor of Bok, or a pile of braſs; artes cannot 
oy ur e contra 1Gons: about ther; and focan- 


about mature f 505 thing; * iin a 
al arguments. tend, to ſhew' a herd ien in 


What we argue 2 int, and ſo We can prove and 
be certain 0 nord | mn TOY 10 INES eo 49 
catinot 


Lon fire Tiengen for 

ve oy ne kx 1 05 bead 2hd*fleſk (for 

ſenſe an "That) and ſe may not 6 
cones 110 . ks 515 
„100 1 85 eonftite a 2 this wy 
Ur ou can't tell Whether a denfal of a Pri- 
nity, be not confiſtent with/a Trinity according 
| to you, becauſe this is about the Hu of Gods 
And not underftanding that,” we mult opt object” 
contradictions here. How know you that God 

is not three Hencts and a one 8 2 ol Thi 

"HE 2 I. ag: N 
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4 AV indication of the Remarks 
: 2. Tou can never juſtify any long creed. or 
than ſcriptural: for how ſhall men believe your 
retences of humility, that you can't compre- 
end God, when at the ſame time you are for 
explaining his nature in unintelligible terms, 10. 
= and more obſcure than the Scripture 2 If you 
don't know the divine nature, then be ſilent about 
it. Ho dare you ſay this or that is equivalent 
to the Scripture- terms, or more proper, when 
that is to be judged of by the nature of the 
(unknown) ſubject? But you are for explaining 
the text, and urging that it muſt have hig and 
that ſenie; ſometimes it muſt be figurative, and 
ſometimes literal; and are for ſkre wing reaſon as ‚ 
long as you can hold it, and then run to myſtery, | 
tell your adverſary, he muſt not argue about the 
N 


4 


incomprehenſible God; as if you meant, - that 
1 reaſon, but only tis not fit for a Sact; 
reaſon Is of a leſſer ſize. 5 . F ba 4 Week 194 Fw : { 


« # 


| Nay, is it any great ſign of humility of reaſon, il - 
to be ſo confident of your deduZtions, as to oppreſs 7 
or anathematize ſuch: as teſtify their diſſent from 60 

chem; tho they afſen, to. the texr beer you ie 
pretend to infer em? And how know you whe, il: 
cher their ſenſe and inferences or yours be trueſt, iu 
ſince the terms you ſay are all but all,ẽ,äã, and WW 
that about a nature you know nothing of? Of all "ng 

8 men ſuch may ſeem the proudeſt exalters of hu- 

AM man reaſon, in matters of faith, even while they 

; decry and. reproach it in their more peaceable ad- vr 
7 ran *\ 

3. You could not confute the Pagan notions Ml... 
of the divine nature your way: ſuppoſing go 


- 


os My: Leſlie! 7 Bip Bag. 


held e ee or that there is but one divine 
nature, and all the thouſands of particular Gods 
but a multitude of penſons in that one nature, (as 
you ſuppoſe many men in but one human nature) 
you could not e them by the rr ROW | 
at leaſt; -betauſe you allow not to 
be an argument here See c 
Por tile honour of C Chriftianity, 1 beſeech you, 
never in ſiſt on it, that to be a Chriſtian is to be:. 
lieve, that a contradiction ma ry: ſometimes he none at 
all, and that this is the 11 way to perſuade a2 
man to be _ 1 thank God 1 am oonvinc'd ; 


vVithout it. dN 9117” Os 58 -\ vin 
I ſhall do y eg g if 1 alk by your dh 5 
derful — for: the memory 's being anorber fa- | 


culty from that by which we underſtand, biz P. g. 

5 That the underſtanding is only converſant about 1 

| what is preſent before it; as if we could not un- ö 
derſtand any thing that is paſt, and knew 3 1 

formerly s or as if the idea of what is paſt m 

not become preſent to the underſtanding, which 

yet in the: next line you o.]. Tou affe, If the 

underſtanding forgets? I anſwer, as much as be 

memory. But I have ſhew'd, that tliree facul- 

ties in one mind is no parallel for your Trinity. f 

'Tis neither a myſtery; nor will it reſemble 

(what the Unitarians object to you) how three 

perſons can be but one perſon; antes yr of 

three faculties making but one ſoul, you had 

ſhown that three faculties make but one ace, = 

ar three. minds but one mind. Nay, you are fo 

tenacious, that whether there be really three fs. 

culties in the ſoul or not, you ſay it does as: | 4 

well for you if it be but: thought fo Right or 23 

wrong, 'tis all one to you. Tou will hold ro 

che concluſion, let what will become of the "-” 

2 mike, Kiki? is true oo” 
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8 ſenſe} for Which you bring it. And fince you 


P. 6. 


P. 2c. 
Dial? I. 


F. 6. 


not your caſe; much leſa wou'd I put em into 
| wy arplicatory creadi, But if at t Sate in 


Cod can repent or. ęnicue p 
give us another fair and open 


then you might have ſome pretence for talking 


. You don't deſign by it to give em an idea of three 


A indication. of the an 


Lou find fault, that I 40ill argue Priftly; from 
* wort perſon, as lis uſed among mem ; when 
4 2 ſhew- it does not anſwer t parallel in 
that point (of three being but one in the ſame 


uſe the word per ſons for . . Better The 
Scripture-language, you muſt ſuppoſe it to be 
more proper and le 4 atnbigu 3 and till you 
give another ſenſe, I muſt underſtand it after 
the known-uſs-of it. Tou add, Tf. he won d ap- 
- Ply the word Father Ja, and the wards repent aud 
grieve, bat are ſaid of God, what work nau d be 
mate? &c. As to the firſt term, I ſee nothing 
abſurd. in it. For this other terms of rept; Bec. 
the nature of the ſubject bids me give em 2 
figurative ſenſe, and I ſhouꝰd not dare uſe em of 
God, if the Scripture liad not done it, hich 8 


the Aihanaſiant wou'd publicly declare, they no 
more believe thres penſond to be in Gad, than that 
z. and woud 
> of: che terms, 
as of the other, that may comport wit the Scrip- 
ture-account of God, of his fon Jeſus: Chriſt and 
his Holy Spirit, and with the reſt of their ſcheme, 


thus. But if you: aſſign to the Sacred Three all 
the various parts and diſtinctions of perſons in 
a proper ſenſe, and for that reaſon do give them 
theſe characters; ho can conſidering men think, 


+perſons in one eternal He ? Andiyou your- 

ſelf deny: the expreſſions are. Jeurative,” ſpeaking 

— texts as are —y for a Aug of 
Pes „ 

You are miſtaken, i in aro g. IJ KATY Ffficultie 

aa a 26 being can be God, * 7 con- 
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c Jun, 0 many times big | 


or none. I can't bredthe in'the air, I Wa 


c or aan dee an ere 
. had a thought. pans thaii'of A e 1.4 
riv'd from anothtr;/ A in I think i 


ſenſe of begotten, as apply d to the Lord It 


receives his naturꝭꝰ 4 woo 


Dr. Whitby on Fobn 14. 28. f 
of the antient Fathers? So that th 200 Fee) is 


other, than how a erw d dependent Ba 
the 2 God; which" che Piiitpridh * l 


a 5 » 8 F Ty 
„ 7 Sve Ei 7 «of * e 


th 


en havin illuſtrated the co-eterhitty of the 

Son with the Father. h ? this,. that the light 1 is as 
old as che ſyn, tho che fes; eff I'rep! y'd, 
That the Jight is "really" Ihe in ii, pon | 
which you ſet ups hideous cry, as if I Were 
bringing the v hole ſun upon your Head, and ſeteh- 
ing it out of the ernemeht: even ali that huge 
ſun, that is /o man) times bigger than' the whole 
earth; For, ſay 'you, By: which der fee the very 
er than the whole earth, can 
creep thro a cranny, and br ull of it in Hit room, 
and in a thouſand other er places at oncb. "This #77 
help ee "Again, if the ibi be the 
far, then the very ſtar Frites onthe dye; and 
Ju crow ently: Let bim kee, on whoſe 


r poor philofophy ana ſhallow reaſoning lies. It 


ork you imagine, the ſun i is not made of parts; WI 


and that if the ſun ſhines into a room; it muſt 
quit the firmament, an muſt come don, all | 
rant you, 


up; 


without being ſo unmertiful a8 to: pu 


nor ay y, Lſtand on the earth unle r ber n 164 
all over, from eaſt to .veſt. You Tan nnot de- % 


heve any ſubtile fitcams,” or Mebis of light, 
that are a par of thif huge kitinous'thafs; which 

penttrate "ſmall pores Gf bodies!” 21 did not ay 
every ſtream of light was the whole:ſim; dr that 
the parts that are above are beneath. But I 
— you hoped to find an inſtance from me, 


1 N how 


2 Vin. lcation wo to Remtar is. 


how 2. contradiction in one caſe, may be none 
in another; the whole hugs ſun in à liitle cranny ! 
Ah this ſubtile Socinian is you call me. Thus 
you deride me to your colt, as Lactantius did 
the e for Laing nüt their. heels up⸗ 
permo ie CD nn e 
"F | 1h 1 Sir, you. ne tea the 
| 2 one year Wh a a 78 of Hour 
"| pbileſophy, I dare promiſe es admirers; 
LE: and when that has l no dout >: bur, your 
divinity, will go off. | 
All the — you _ — ESE objecjon a- 
gainſt three perſons in God, from his being t 0 
— of ac as J. Thou, He; is that NG 
of Genefis, &c, God is ſpoken, of plurally for 
Dial. 2. inſtead of Cod created, you lay, it is Gads he cre- 
ated; That three perſons are mention d, the Fa- 
3 ther, W Nerd e God ſpake, and ſpeec 5 cdn- 
1 | rains words) and Spirit, = tbeſe Gods made, &c. 
| So that if plurality be expreſs d, as you fy well, 
it is a, plurality of Gods x, if the ſingular be God, 
the plural is certainly Gods. Pray ſtick to that. 
is an obvious reply to this, 5 tis an uſual 
Hiebraiſin to put the plural for the fengular.; z and 
J princes and others ſay . we, when tis but one.” 
Tou fay, indeed, that, in the royal language, 
Dial. 5, we notes. the King and u council; as if our 
- } 5 F and we command, did relate to 
4 ut himſelf. But to ſilence you once for 
in chis matter know that this plural term 
ods, Elokim, is ſaid of one of the cn alone; 
Plal. 4 TH throne, O Gods, is far ever and ever; And, 
Heb. 15 9 "0 Gods, thy Gods have. anointed thee, which the 
Apoſtle: applies to Chriſt. Now unleſs, the Son 
have another Trinity in him, the plural word 
can't intend three perſons e but one, uy; 
it is more agi. 2 5 


en Mr. Leſlie's Pirft Dialogue. 39 
Zut what muſt we ſay to this, that in the 
New Teſtament (the proper place ſor this article) 
there is not ſo much as one ſuch expreſſion, but 
always be in the ſingular? It had been meet to 
ſhew where many perſons ever uſe the diminutive 
language I and me ; which you aim at, in telling 
us, that *tis ſaid of a King, 4e marched, &c. when 
it means all bis army : but tho it ſuppoſes all the 
army, it does expreſs the King alone, and his 
authority, and therefore is ſingular ;- for if three 
rinces together have the command, it would no 
longer be, be march'd, but they, which ſhews 
| you are out: So that the objection (with the 
1 part of the remarks) lies on your hands 
As for your comments on other texts, they 
are arrows ſhot at 20 mark, till you ſtate your 
notion, whether three infinite minds, or but one. 
Tour expoſitions are precarious, or go no higher 
than Ariani/m, or are obviated oft in the Soct- 
nian comments; and in anſwering heir texts 
you are as modeſt (on Fobn 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8. 5.) 
| - as if you ſaid nothing. Pray, Sir, tell us where- 
abouts your anſwer is to the text, Of that day 
knows none, but my Father only, which ſome can- © 
not find among your anſwer d texts; and yet it was 
in that little book, whieh is all that you venture tq 
attack, and no text is more urg'd by the Uni- 
larians. Pardon this freedom, Sir, in purſuance 
of your defire to bear from me again; who, I al- 
{ure you, am acted herein by no paſſion, except 
it be a paſſionate defire of ſeeing qur. holy Chri- 
ſtian Religion reſcu'd from the burden of con: 
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7)ͥͤĩ ↄ na 
The true ſtate of the queſtion ta Chriſt's ſa- 


 tisfaftion. 
| SECT. © p. 47 
Equivalent infinite Jat is * not — in or- 
der to pardon. ot From the nature of God's 
juſtice, 2. Not from the threatnings of the aw, 
. 3. Not Fh theends of of gavernment.. „ 1 7 
JJ EET WET > bs 
| That Chriſt. did not mate ſuch ſatisfafion. . He 
did not ſuffer proper puniſhment. 2. Is was not 
full equivacht # fri ufig. 
5 . 8 72 
Cris being ſiyleg a ſacrifice, e or a- 
tonement. 15 proof of ſuch 4 ſati faction. 
1. They were tites of humble depretation.” 2. LI. 
1 . atonements 10 re ſometimes, 8 as * have 
Ao. ſhadow of puniſhment. © 3. Even the bloody 
ſacrifices 2 rather penitential thanſatiafafory, : 
: 1 e e p. 80 
Suppoſing « ax. equivalent puniſhment 'bad. been re- 
29 er it. N not tbence follom, thai it 
nut le Ain ite. 1. Becauſe An, tho exceeding 
evil, is not infinite. 2. Infinite ſatisfaction can- 
Ik not be made by infinite puniſhment, 
i K ee, YH p. 83 
"Accor ding to the common ſcheme of ſatisfaction the 
Second per/on in the Trinity is fill unſatisfied. | 
„ SG bh Ma p. 89 
The Socinians gro/ly miſrepreſented by Mr, Leſlie: 
The Trinitarians /adly divided in their notions : 
T be injuſtice of denying 1 toleration. zo the Unita- 
rians. 
5 A LETTER from the Antler i in anſwer to ſome 
| | " cad to him on this en p- 102 


8 


AvExamination of N FL * 
Dialogue, relating to 
the Sa tisfaQtion | of "Feſt 


— 3 < 1 95 
£ "th. ta n ” 


MAKE bolde to TE OR. LURE. | 
15 on your laſt dialogue, relatin Nag the  /atis- 
fatlion of our Lord Jeſus Chrift, — 
to fa Unitarians; and ſhall. pitch what pre- 
tence you have from thence to infer his +" 
deity ; For as to the reſt the [/nitarians. are. na 
more concern'd in the diſpute than the Ami- 
nians, who give the like account with them of 
Chriſt's ſufferings. They can bear with any | 
notions here, which dou ſubvert the juſtice of 
God, or ſully the glory of his free — in the 
pardon of ſin: But they ſtifly deny any juſt 
inference to be made, from the true account of 
the atonement of ſin. by Jeſus Chriſt, for his ſu- 
preme deity, which is Zo you and others drive 
at; you telling us, That tbe dofFrine of the ſatin=p. 1. 
- faftion i is built upon the Trinity, and divinity of 85 
Cbriſt; that if he were not God as well, as man, © 
be could not ſatisfy, &c. This is the common 
| plea, but of what PER it is, wil be ſeen) by 
what follows, * . „ "as 
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An As fer to Mr. Leſlic 


As to your management of the r 1 
yhether 7 2s Were neat - 1 ne 


— | don 
ir gn > op 8 The mo . — ob- 
ament Which the s inſiſt on, 
of a ſtrict equivalent meri- 


gn inconſiſtency ſtriet. £ 
toftous Vatisfi ion, with: free” YMuitous Pardon, 
you are ſo ignorant or diſingenuqus, as never 
once to mention; and yet you have the vani 
to tell the world, you have conſidered the chief 
of the Socinian Tra#s, when you have only at- 
tack d one very little one, which for your own 
call Phat miſt Zelebrared book wo 
hive but j 
Giß'd into che c ery, and don't fo mul 
55 'Unferftarid the true fare of it: In Order: 88 


few your defects, 1 Thall Ji Rute the —— 


- And then thew how 'ſhore - 


proving yo rent againf the cer, 

. SiS Fs: - (297 ; Eh ts © * 33 . 
Yak 07% 125 8 E . ” * n 
0 2 „„ „ e 


gaction. 9 1 30 I 4 | | 

Z Di N 
Tin gor * y 
lraſes, that ma 
The tem 


S to tlie matter in ice 
Veicht upon words and ph 
arjous,and uncertain mean ngs 
ian, in a legal ſenſe, 18 wholly viſerip-- | 
5 you are not quite ſo happy. às Ye 

us, in pretendifig to diſcover it in Ja. 53. 
* 1 fbi none none before ever did; and I 
fancy none after you will interpret of a "Tatisfac- 
tion to Juſtice, when it plainly ſpeaks of a com- 

| = placential 


on ; thi Wastl of Fi "I TY 


[delighit che ſerodks'uf ppt Mol 
ed is eee Boe 
F- * words ferves ſume men; ily the ſenſe pe nd 
_ ſai foreign to-iitheir purpaſe zu however, Heiter 
the unſcoipturaloterm.. Satisfaion, nor * the lrg 
_ efital terms Hropiiation, n 
Sacrifice, &c. is the matter H is Pos v'th 
_ Uniturians eaivallbe all ch an thevery: Ka. | 
 cevianicatechifan, winch yow fay\ig- bein 
expreſly allows Fefys | Chrift 20 be our pe 
_ fecxifice, Chap: 8. and that in iche fame fen av; = 
nay, in & falle thay the es under - la 
_ «vers ſurb ! 0 Borthatithey, Hd: Share Gly 
Who til the world,) that e ene in gener 
x: deny Chriſb diedia pro proper faveifice for finvs much 
bes dothe e Unicarians deghne the exprefiion.” 
Nor thalbrhs Phraße of ugs bra, or his e 
eee tkat the 
be ear —— ods —— 
that (Cliviftwdiadbas vH m uc R 
think he that ſuffers with s deſignxo revent dur : 
: e granted) u en in bur | 
E one 5 OT T9008 * 
But the wii ſtate of the oftion ixabouyinher 
meaning of the aforeſaid. cnn vt Phe ©: 
ther vn ut dan Lord Neſus Chnyſt''endured ſueb in- 
finite: punifbmen>at abe bunds' of Cod. 'as' wat's; . 
equivalent romponſution to indidivs juſtiue 
8 2 be ii 1510 wins, aer mepitorivui 7 2 
purdun. It multi not onhy be pur „ burt 
equivalent all that a. world of ſinnets had de- 
ſerved at thechands of ſevere zuſt ice forever: and 
in order to chig, it muſt be infnite in'wvalue's ſor 
no other notion of Clirift's fatisfaction can affrd 
you fo muchas a pretence of an argument for his 
;nfinite Deity. Therefore you call it inne far. 
* P. 2. as do Dr. Ed ards and . 


e 


0 yr A nid on Chriſt, yet 
full equivalent in ſtrict June | 
nay, if *twas an: equivalent, yet if that equiva- 


lent did not amount to inßnite, then not being 


infinite ſatisfaction, it needed no infinite 


to make it; and ſo argumene for 
Deity. will fail * Ws 


Ibe Unitarian ſenſe I take to be this, „ That t the I 


Lord Jeſus, not ſo much bi. any fhyfical virtue of 
and torments: 


of his ſufferings; but by his o edjence 40 the deatb 


. or by the natural 


2 be croſs, by his great patience, humility, 


iſion towards God, and tranſcendent: cha- 


1 to men, (expreſß d chiefly. in his ſufferings, 
MA great trial of thoſe virtues p 
and rewardable an oblation 
to God, that in confideration hereof he is exalted 


which were che 
did make ſo acceptable 


to be à princely. advocate with ar merciful God 
for ſinners; and in the accepta 


ranted in his kame, is re obedience; which! 45: 


ly a condition, as Dr. Still 
8 "em ay of Chriſt's ſi fois Bit a reward»: 
able conſideration in t 
perfectly holy life would be a meet conſideration 
for God's gracious: 1 of eternal hap- 
pineſs. The way of- its application is by his 
interceſſion,” not challeng*d of rigorous juſtice 
as a thing ſtrictly — and which God, ha- 
ving had the full worth of, is bound in juſtice 


to grant as a debt he owes to the 3 but 


ſought of the divine favour an with 
* with Chriſt's obedience has given Now i eat 
2 e And ein was ſee me wi . 


* p 


ble virtue of this 
obedience to death, his interceſſion in prevalent! 8 
vith the divine mierey for pardin Which he is 
authoriz d to grant. The ground ef pardon being: 


— * than a bare external ſacrifice ; tis nat 


A ot pretends, 


3 8 8 


* 


5 t ug 


A 


of God big ay manifeſted, in putting this 2 
wy Jeſus Chtiſt for his conſurma te virtues, 
| pardon and Kaige n ſhall, this "his. mediatio 
5 12 75 to get who. by him Raf 4 #;- 
xamf brought to turn from. 
nd, ally in_making it Give 0 a 
wude meg ial of our own: + unworthine 
and diſtance, in being admitted t to fayour by: f 
interpoſal of 0 one, of the' hig 5270 ors wor 
and this tried tõ The web url de : 
exerciſes. And in order . Atonement. and . ** 4 
N by. Jeſus u 4 'F tio 1 need of * 
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„ ſhew how ſhort you are 'of 7 proving your | 
ainſt the Unitarians, viz, of an equivalent re an 
ay) atisfattion to God's vind idtive T_T - - 3 

order to pardon,, The method of your ( 190 

others) Aae takes in theſe four things: 

(1.) That divine Juftice neceſſarily requires ſt 
| Cee, in order to pardon inc 12. J 

Chriſt has made 1 it, by Cie ring ſuch. e quivalent 

puniſhment. (3.9 "That this hyaline can be 

no leſs than infinite puniſhment and” ſatisfaction. 
(4.) That h hence it follows he muſt 'be an 2 : 
Cod, Let's examine them Hogly. 


| gas Tou aſſert, that the juſtice of God obliged 3 Net Sos 


ws 7 tb f ; LI a nature 
0 exad? the e hing e. to ee Te 


SED TD 49 
* 1 


wet 


214 4 4 3 1 
r 
Ven cance | 
£2 r <2, * 1 Fall, 
on this it is e'ne- 
0 5 A 1 
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A 558 en no Sotinian vil ents 
ih Ro 2 yo Mel lion . but 1 
þ, thin Ile 

3 2 to. pig , bein 755 er 
Juſtice is not neg; and that is injuſtice. * 70 
aſſert, but don't prove. But ſo far is this from 

| 9 55 10 5 8 Aivine juſtice, wy 
I dare ſay no jul g eyer acts I 

_ atwa) — me Ah 55 


2 Ai e jrights 

- © AL Boa granted by the Units 

5 juſtice — to the greats or 1 
world, and that tis requiſite it ould be exerted, 


tho not always, anſwerabl e trick. 5 
of fin, Ter e 1 8 45 ef | of Foe 


CR ee Wed cho 
According / G N 

_ the final © e fl he 
| IA of the Toda 7 WL Yi eu 1225 50 of 


FE 42 


But en Joes not d lem and. he ſame  pupith- 


5 kent of the e fenitent,, Wh honour to t'by i 


* 


their repentance; an 47 wende earneſt de. 


1 5 of; deſerved wrath, b Ut 155 your pti 

ciple, God is bound to Puhiſh the ſin: s; of the 
. Penitent, as much as Thoſe of the moſt 

+ havghty obſtipate tranſgreſſors. He muſt hot 


FE *+Temit a farthing | in one Calc, and he can have no 


2 OW more 


D 5 ta m_ 


Sg 2 as to thake your” Sorin 1 


8 E „ . „ e K. 
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on the \Satisfa®? 0 


more than every farthing in the other. In ſhort, 
| I fay, God always hates' ſin, but is not bound 
always to puniſh” it, only when in his wiſdom 
he ſees it requiſite!” And in this Dr, Stilling fleet 
conſents, 'Preface to thi: ſufferings of Chriſt, p. 8. 
where he argues agaimſt your ne! 'of dine 
juſtice as very apſurd. 

Tour only argument, vis. Thar alice ort 
being ſatisfy d, ſuppoſes Juſtice not to be done, and 
that not to do juice i injuſtice, ariſes from your 
confounding r different notions of juſtice. 


either tis qubd Feri poteſt, what lawfully may be 
done; z Of, quod. fieri debet, what ought to be” 
done. Now net t6'\do- tue laſt, that is, what 
ought to- be done, is injuſtice ; -but to admit the 
former, vix. what T may without - injuſtice do, is 
no wrong. And of this kind is God's right to 
puniſh the penitent upright ſervant for his hated 
defects and forſaken faults; this is not quod fiers © 
| debet. ” But you” ſuppoſe that whatever nqy be 
5 juſtly 5 in zuſtice to be done, which 
Abe monſtrous. For 1 pray what is juſtice? 
| Es it not 10 give very ons bis due 2 Tis in giving, 
not taking, what is ſtrictly due; givin others 
their right, not exacking from em my on; 
of my on I am maſter, but not of another's,” 


der, the meaning is not that he has a right 
| to it, which in juſtice we muſt not deny him, 
but that che injured perſon has a right over him 
to take it if he pleaſes: the injured perſon does 
not come under theſe bonds, but the offender. 
only; ſo that the injured is free in point of 
Juſtice, if ſomething elſe don't requite him to 
| uſe his power over the injurious. If a man 


coming ſhort «of Juſtice : ; then he is unjult in not 
Vo. II. „ 3 


| For a thing is "aid to be juſt in two ſenſes: 


And tho we ſay puniſhment 1 is due to an offen- 


can't part with his juſt right in any caſe without 


7 Gig. 49; 


T5 


"al 
} 

4 
2 

[ q 


F. 4. 


8 g 3 We AY n utmoſt unn 
E for here juſtice is not exerted. Where 
as, even princes, who are truſted by the cm. 
munity, and ſhould "_ give up their rights, are 


yet endowed with a prerogative to remit puniſh-. 


ment, where it may ſafely be; and this without 
any injuſtice, tho juſtice be nat Ane. And dares 
any man ſay, that the abſolute ſovereign Lord. 
of all ſhall not ſometimes. forbear to uſe his right 
to puniſh. his creatures? May be not do with i. 
own as be lifts? Mat. 20, 13. 

But if God muſt do all that with Juſtice be 
can do, then J doubt be muſt needs " 7 
Chriſt's ſubſtitution ; becauſe in juſtice h 5 
either not have contrived, or not 3 it 
and not to do juſtice ts, ſay you, injuſtice. And. 
it ſeems ſtrange, that in order to magnify God's 
pardoning mercy, you ſhould. lay your founda- 


tion in ſuch a notion of him, as repreſents 


him uncapable of ſhewing any mercy; and un- 
der a neceſſity to do all the hurt bh can within 


the limits of rigorous juſtice. Nay, if God 


* < 


cannot part with the 3 5 of. Bis juſt right 4 in ay: 
point, ( for with his right ſelf it in general, 14 f 


N it) then it will follow, that he muſt pardon, | pe- 


nitent ſinners abſolutely, becauſe it is his jaſ rige 


to ſuſpend and remit puniſhment When. he en 
as much as *ris his right to inflict it when he ſees | 


that to be beſt. And if he muſt do Jafice to the 
utmoſt, i. e. whatever is juſt; then muſt he do 


ttis juſtice of exerciſing his prerogative and Juſt 


right in abſolute pardon, - elſe here is ſome jure, 
not done: ſo that both ways, either in puniſhing), 
or not puniſhing, God exerciſes his juſt right, and 
acts as juſtly in the one as the other, if we only 
reſpect the nature of mere juſtice. 

ou ask, If forgiveneſs without atisfaCtion be 
called 2 ? and . make your Socinian 
ets 74 anſwer, 


LES 


t 


on Fs — of WY I 

anſwer; No; When he would ſay, Tei, if he A . 

mighit ſpe ak for himſelf; but he is in Jour hands, e 
and yo ks him ſpeak what you would SE. 

him, to make you ſport 3 which is the great 15 . 

vilege of thoſe who write controverſy by | 

dialogue.” I ſay then, that free pardon is jo Ti. 

as our altts' is ene rigbironſne in Ser Pray ; 

for this reaſon among others, ſay ſome, 

they muſt be given of ſuch things as we dien | 

right to: To God's þa rdoning mercy is rige 
teouſneſs, as much as his bounty is ſo, 24 ball thb =! 

xerciſe of his juſt right. Piniſhing ERS. 

of Juſtice, tad Dardonitty another; either * 7 

2d uſes his oyn right with equal juſtice. 

thet you give no manner of proof of its dent 

efſentia? to juſtice, that it muſt always putliſh to 
he utmoſt deſert. And indeed fince pro — 

is a feab femiſſion of all that puniſfiment, which . 2 

he finner might have ſuffered in that Bur a f 

may as well fay, that juſtice is not dom in Gods ĩ 

long forbearance of the wicked, as in his ablo- 

lute pardon of the penitent ; nay, in his farbear- 

ance of devils. too, on whom juſtice is not fully 

executed yet, but they ate forgiven à great part 

of their torment till the laſt day; and yet thus is 

without any ſatisfaction, unleſs vo ſup ole Chriſt 

ſattefp d ſo far for devils too. a rs 
And as your ground for the neceſſity of full 

tisfac56 fails, viz. from the nature of God, and 

his juſtice'; ſo J ſuppoſe will theirs, who found 

the neceffity of full penal ſatigfaction upon the 

threatnings of the law, as ſome; or upon a re- 

gard to the ends of government, and the. .com- 5 
mon good, as others, _ f 

2. I find even ſome rigid cab N not Net ks 

go ſo far as you, to lay this neceffity fo bold [3 8 = 
on the nature Fi God, but wo on his voluntary 32 . 

D 2 determination. 5 


52 th Anfoer to. Mz. Leſlie. 


Treat. of determination, The injuſtice of not nia ay 
Redemp. fin (ſays Dr. Owen) ariſes not from any natura 
4 = 3» obligation, but from a poſitive act of God's will, 
" = polit. tive will being ſuppoſed to be dedar( 
in the threatnings of his Pres 23 man ſinned, 
let us examine what neceſſity of full penal fatisfac 
tion is manifeſt from the ;hreatnings of the. lay, 
Tho, I think, this founds the ſatisfaction orig, 
nally on mere will and dominion, which made 
neceſſity that did not ariſe from any natural 0blj 
gation; and therefore twill be a great preſump: 
tion againſt this opinion, that 'tis not likely: 
moſt gracious God ſhould exert ſuch a poſitin 
act of mere will; yet I find no ſuch thing in th 
law itſelf. The threatning was, Thou. ſhalt dit 
and the ſentence paſs d upon him in 3 d 
Gen. 2. that law was, Thou ſhalt return to the duſt... 

17. this is fully executed on men themſelves ; ſo gr 
Chap. 3. there is no need for a ſubſtitution or ſatisfactic 
19 totake it off: and 'twill be very hard for men v 
ſuppoſe a ſecret meaning of that threatning, viz 
that it includes eternal torments, and then Ws 

chat ſuppoſition to ſuppoſe, a neceſlity of a 
= execution of that W of the e E 
. every ſinne. 
| But as I will not deny, that the continua 
under death was imply*d in. that ſentence; ſo 
judge, that whatever future miſeries might be in- 
ply d in that threatning, (as I grant they are i 
others) yet threatnings, conſider'd barely 1 in them 
n 3 do not bind the lawgiver, in ſtrict juſtice 
do inflict em on every ſinner who repents. For 
even the ſentence of returning to duſt was not ext 
1 Cor. 1 5 cuted on Enoch nor Elias; nor will it be on'thoſ 
51. © who fhall not ſleep, but ſhall be chang'd. Wh 
| knows but the threatnings of the firſt covenant 
ere as condtional as to future miſeries (ſuppoſing 


them intended 1 in Cen. 2. 27. as the chreatning 
i 
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2 Satisfaftin of 7 fr Grit. * 
in the Goſpel? (1 Or. 3. 17. Gal. 5. 21. Rev. 


ay 21. 8.) Theſe are deliver d in as abſolute terms 4 
as the „rſt tbreatning was, and yet we ſay they , 
care not intended to be executed, if there be r᷑e } 
pentance; only temporal miſeries, viz. death, i 
ech £90, are peremptorily determined. Perhaps God, 4 
ac- whoſe merciful nature was the ſame at firſt, never 3 
dealt with frail man (as the hiſtory ſhews him to ; 
g be eaſily enſnar'd) on other terms than theſe: he ; 4 
might threaten future miſeries ; but we have no I 


reaſon, that I ſee, to ſay his threatnings were not 
conditional, and left no reſerve for repentance, 
as now, I know a thouſand precarious things are 
ſaid of the firſt covenant, and covenant of works 
with man in innocency, requiring perfect obedi- 
ence, as the condition of life eternal, and admit- 
ting no repentance ; of which things I find not the 
holy Scriptures ſay a word: and I doubt whether 


/ uch a covenant be either ſutable to the nature of 
a a gracious wiſe God, or the nature of man, in his 
to unexperienc*d feeble ;mnocency. Our corhinon_ 
8 ſyſtems do moſt pitifully ſuppoſe, and then build 


all on this; which ſhou'd be well prov'd, before 

it be laid for a foundation. Now if the threat- 2c = 
nings were conditional, then on repentance they 5 
| were to be ſuſpended of courſe without any exe- — 
cution due. / '  - 6 | 

| But if eternal Wider were ehrearniedy and ab- 

ſolutely denounc'd againſt the ſinner, yet conſi- 

dering what has been ſaid of the nature of juſtice, 

and that non- execution wrongs none in their rights, . 

(for even God's right to puniſh remains, tho he + 
forbear to exerciſe it) I can't ſee any thing caͤangn 

be pretended for the injuſtice of not executing 

the threatning but this, that tis againſt» ruth,” a 

wrong to the veracity of God, and a wrong to 

| men, as tis a 17 7 do n due to 1 5 not a ll 
we em. 1 — 5 | . + + | = 
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To which I anſwer,” That wh atever TOW: 
natural conſeguence of fin may be, to render a 
- incorrigible ſinner miſerable 3' and whatever en. 
gagements may be on the unſdom aud holineſ 
„ God, as rector of the world; nay, Whatertt 
engagement may be upon his truth on other 


accounts, to exact the threatned puniſhment oi 


the irreclaimable ſinner; yet the bare threat. 
ning does not, I conceive, engage his iruth, be. 


cauſe threatnings are not like predictions, not 
are wont to be underſtood to Gopity: what ſhal 


certainly be, but what may be expected : they ar 
not given for a pledge of the divine veracity, 
Death was threatned to the murderer, and yet 


God ſaid to Davies wüten being n Th 
ſhalt not die. 


If the 0 Par were: at. foley: in 
threatning, don't ſee but the ſame injuſtic 


i. e. the ſame untruth, might be charg'd on God 
ſtill, even tho Jeſus Chriſt had ſaffer'd the equi 
valent becauſe the law or threatning did nevet 


ſay, that Chriſt, or ſome ſubſtitute, ſhould dit, 


but the ſinner. And there ſeems to be as littk 


punctual truth obſeryꝰd in Chriſt's ſuffering the 
puniſhment inſtead of the ſinner, as in God's par: 


doning him abſolutely; 3 for when Chriſt ſuffer d, 


it was neither the ſame perſon, nor the ſame kind 
of puniſhment that the threatning ſpake of. And 
if it be a right notion of Dr. Orten, that per- 


ſonal guilt differs from debts in this, that the 
perſon himſelf is principally intended, and aimed at, 
and not the debt; then it will follow, that the 
threatning was not-accompliſh'd in its principal 
intention, when Chriſt ſuffer d; and then where 
is the rub of the threatning accompliſh'd* 
Juſtice may admit an exchange, but trutb lies in 
a point. Thus if I tell my; creditor J am worth 
a thouſand pounds in land, and it ee 
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good, but I ſhall be counted a lyar; ſo that the 
equivalent does not. anſwer the truth. Yer I ſup- 
| poſe the divine. truth is as exact as bis Juſtice. „ 
| Wherefore I conclude, that thete is no neceſlity, 
either upon the juftzce: or truth of the moſt holy 
God, that he muſt always execute the utmoſt of 1 
his threatnings on all ſinners, even the moſt pe. 4 
nitent,. *Tis enough that he uſes his right or not. 
| as in his infinite - wiſdom, goodneſs, and ſove- 
i VVV 
3. I find moſt! of our conſiderate late writers N from 


do lay the neceſſity of Chriſtꝰ's ſatisfaction on the re ends of- 
regard that is due to the ends of government, and c ο 
the common good of men, by deterring, men 
from fin by this inſtance of puniſnment. Thus 
Dr. Stillingfleet in his reaſons of Cbriſt's ſuffering, 
p. 47, 89. Preface, p. 39. For tho this Doctor 
avoids faying twas neceſſary, yet he ſays, twas 
agreeable to fuſtice to admit of Chriſt's ſatisfaction 
on behalf of the penitent, on his account. 
But ſince the ends of government; and the means 
to ſerve thoſe ends, conſiſt not in a point, but ad- 
mit of great latitude, I, think this will devolve 
the matter upon the dominion and wiſdom of God 
at laſt, who may chuſe what way he ſhall take in 
this affair; and if he can but maintain, or has 
provided for the honour of his law without an 
equivalent penal ſatisfaction, then there is no ne- 
Now the Unitarians judge, that the honour of | | 
God, and a regard to his laws, are abundantly N 
provided for without it, viz. by his limiting te 
conditions of free pardon and ſalvation, ſo that 
none can partake hereof but thoſe 'who repent, 
and forſake their wickedneſs, and ſincerely ſub- 
mit to his laws, while the reſt are doom'd to 

7 ” 24 | _ periſh, 
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| peri- In this are contain'd all reaſonable mo- 
tives to obedience, as ahſolutely neceffary, and al 
poſſible arguments to deter us from wicked acts. 
Here is no more encouragement given men to go 
on in ſin, than if Chriſt had ſatisfy*d for em; 
which would'certainly give as much hope to the 
moſt daring and dilatory ſinner: and I am confi- 
dent ſinners would preſume: as much on the fatil- 
faction of | Chriſt, as they do, or would do, on 
the free mercy. of God, even while they go on in 
ſin. And qere is as bob to deter men from ſin, 
as if Chriſt had been puniſh'd for em; for I can 
ſuppoſe the world will ever be. made to think the 
ſufferings of Chriſt for a few hours to be mort 
terrifying, or to give em a more dreadful ſenſe 
of divine wrath, than the endleſs horrors of hell- 
torments in unguenc halle fre. If this will nat 
deter em from ſin, the other will not; and they 
have already the ſame grounds to believe hell- 
torments, as are pretended for Chriſt's infinite 
ſufferings : nay, if they don't firſt believe the 
wrath to come, on the credit of the text, they'll 
not believe Chriſt ſuffer*d to take it off. So that 
it- ſeems neither to add to the terror, nor the af- 
| ſurance of it, to ſay Chriſt made ſuch. ſarisfaction 
for the eternal torments due. | 
To which, if we add the ſad 550 of, the Sin 
trine of an equivalent ſatisfaction by ſo many, to 
their hardning and ſecurity in fin ; and alſo how 
much this doctrine ſeems to diminiſh of the glory 
of God's free grace, in unmerited pardon of the 
upright ; it may perhaps appear, that the honour 
of God's government, and: the ends of piety, are 
at leaſt as well provided for by free pardon, as by 
an equivalent. ſatisſaction. Certain it is, that love 
to God is the nobleſt root of all pious endeayours ; 
and as certain that the leſs free grace we believe 
e is in 1 $ ns: the leſs we — 
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en the Saris fallen of Jeſus Chriſt. 


Beſides, it is not for us in dubious matters to 


5 ſays. this or that is the wiſeſt way, ins 
God muſt take it; there being nothing we are 
leſs proper and certain judges of, than theſe mat- 
ters of wiſdom, - which require a mighty compre- 
henſion and capacity. If we muſt judge that tobe 
the wiſeſt method of divine government, Which 
is back'd with the higheſt ſeverities, and moſt 
ſenſible repreſentations of God's anger, we ſhouꝭd 
perhaps think, that to ſerve the ends of 
ment it were neceſſary God ſhou'd ſmite upon 


Vern- 


every preſumptuous crime: for if on each wilful 


crime he ſhou'd take away a limb, or cauſe a 
paroxiſm of the cholic or gout to ſeize the offender; 
and this became a certain fix'd method, that a 


man could not doubt of ſuch a mark of f. 
vengeance; probably this ſevere way might - i 


ings: or future torments, Yet we muſt not ſay, 


God uſes this method, or that tis neceſſary, when 
we ſee the contrary; no more muſt we fancy a 
neceſſity of a ſatisfaction without proof. Now 


ſince there is no neceſſity of an equivalent ſatisfac- 


tion to be made out 42 2 either from the na- 
rom his law, or reaſons of 
vernment, (which laſt I confeſs you deride) 
1 don't ſee but pardon, or not puniſhing, is a 


ture of God's juſtice, 


257. 
him: for 10 en Alle. ts forgiuen,. the ſame will Ls Lokg 1˙ 
love but Bttle... ; 5 


ter men more from ſin than either Chriſt's ſuffer- . 


matter of God's dominion, but always under the 


conduct of wiſdom, holineſs, and goodneſs ; and 


penitent, where it may be ſo without any preju- 
dice to the intereſt of true piety, and 1 
without any abſurd conſequence. | 

1 wonder to find Dr. Stilling fleet object fo weak- 
* againſt this dominion in pardon, which the 
Unitarians 


therefore is gratuitouſly ' exerciſed on an bumble 


I think 


a . Unitarians. altre: F, is tes the bel right of 
. * puniſhment depends on God's dominion, then all fins 
P. 25, 29. 1, have equal puniſhment. This is a very tran; 
Inference, that becauſe God may puniſh as he 
Pleaſes, therefore he muſt netds puniſh all alitr, 
and obſerve no proportion of fault and puniſh- 
ment. And yet in the ſame breath he adds, Thin 

it were at liberty for God 10 puniſh a greater fin 

' with leſs puniſhment, and a leſs with ret This 

is ſtill more ſtrange, that two ſuch contradictory 
conſequences ſhould follow from the ſame premiſes, 

- viz. both that all puniſhments muſt be equal, and 

yet that they may be unequal. He goes on; 
puniſhment wou'd then be a mere arbitrary thing, 
depending on the mere will of God. No more 1 
think than in his preface he had made it to be; 
nor is it mere will, but attended with wiſdom, 

| hofineſs, and equity in all its determinations. 

He adds, that then God may puniſh whom be pleaſes, 

(he means any innocent man) and wonders that 


the Sotinians, who aſſert the right of puniſhment 
15 be merely in God's dominion, Foul cry out of the 
injiihlice of puniſoing one perſon (Chriſt) for the. 
faults of another, And tho he produces this as 
"their reaſon, and I think a very good one too, viz. 
that puniſhment | Juppoſes guilt; and fo reſtrains his 
dominion in puniſhing to the guilty only: yet the 
Doctor will have it, that they comradit? themſelves 
20 ſerve an hypotheſis, in ſaying that God may by 
his dominjon forbear to puniſh a guilty man, and 
yet that he cannot extend his dominion to the 
: puniſhing an innocent man; notwithſtanding the 
Socinians never pretend God's dominion. gives 
him right to puniſh all that are under it, but only 
he guiliy; and that among them his dominion 
ds him a OW 1 2 not to puniſh 5 he 00 


e | 


en be Satifaftit of Ir Crip. 


I think if the Unirarians be rightly: _ 
che matter is very clear; they'll grant that rig li 
to puniſh. is founded on. dominion,” but yet upon 
ja too. I may nat be puniſh'd by one, merely. 
"becauſe he is over. me, without any deſert of mines 

ſo that there muſt be justice at the bottam and 
yet I may not be punifn'd for my fault hy ver 
one that has 0 authority over me, ſo that there 
muſt be dominion allo, as the ſoundation of e 
zo puniſh. But then this being only a rigbt, not 
an obligation on God, tis no more than a ri icin 

to puniſh if be ui; and conſequently the een 
of this right, or uo exerciſe, is a point of mere da 
minion. There muſt be inherent guili to r a 
right to puniſhi';. but notbing but choice and: wi. 
; Joar! is needful to uſe it, or to ſuſpend its .exer= 
ciſe. - So'that the Socinians ſpeak. vety conſiſtent · 
ly, when they aſſert God's dominion in free: re- 
miſſion of the guilty penitent, but deny it to ex- 
tend to the puniſhment of the innocent Jeſus, or 
any other; i. e. he may part with his right, and 
yet may not do wrong. So then if not 10 puniſh: 
belong to the divine dominion, thete will be no 
neceſſity of your full ſatisfaction in order to par- 
don. Nor can you argue that any ſuch thing is 
at all deſign d, until the divine pleaſure to * | 
it ſo be produc'd.; becauſe pardon. may be grant · 
ed by abſolute unmerited remiſſion, for ought 
that appears from the nature of God's juſtice, 
And it is plain, that in human governments, 
thus to forgive penal debts to the humble relent- 
_ Ing offenders, making a difference between A, 
modeſt and an impudent tranſgreffor, is fo far 
from being a defect in government, that tis a 
beautiful royalty, and one of the greateſt graces 
of dominion, ' Much leſs is it any defect in God's 
government, who j js abſolute lord of all, and who 
| can't be 1 * as men N with _— wk 
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mee ; eſpecially finco there ſeem more 


ill conſequences to follow upon his long forbear- 


ancę of the obſtinately vicious, than Goh his free 


. pardon of the penitent: and yet even that is not 


too deſtructive a method to the ends of righteous 
ent, to be admitted by the wiſe and juſt 
od every day. The Papiſts don't prove to me, 
that there ĩs an univerſal viſible judge of controver- 
Fes," by their bold ſaying, that elſe God would 
not be wie; no more do you prove, that there is 
an infinite ſatisfaction made in order to ardon, by 
faying, that elſe God would not be juſt. It only 
ſhews you are very bold with God's attributes, as 


if you comprehended them well enough, tho the 


Unitarian muſt not aces to fathom the divine 


* 


But bene you may ſay, 4h at r God has ki 


this method of choice, to forgive upon an infinite 


ſatisfaction, and that this is enough for us to know z 
whether he was bound to it by juſtice, or not, is | 
no great matter, if he have but determin*d up 


this way; 1 ſhall therefore in the next 1 in 
_ into the wrath of Els aſſertion. - 5 


1 


e 
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That Chriſt did not niches uch 5 e 
1. He did not ſuffer proper puniſhment, 
2. I was not a Jul le to Arie 


Juſtice... 6 % 61 


H E Uniterians deny that the Lord 1. 8 
1 - Chriſt is ever ſaid, in the Goſpel, to have 
1 any ſuch infinite ſatisfaction or equivalent, 
compenſation to vindictive juſtice, by bearing the, 
full.puniſhment due to the fins of men; or that 


Ty * N 18 intended by his 8 our N 5 
ſom, 


* 7 
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on the Satisfaction of Yeſus Cbrip,” a 

om, or being a ſacrifice for us, c. Here se 

things come under conſideration: 1. Whether 

Jeſus Chriſt ſuffer*d proper puniſhment ? 2, Whe. 

ther it. was a full equivglent 10 firitt: juſtice?” "Tis 

upon the latter that the main ſtreſs of the cauſe 

lies ; for if only ſome ſmaller-puniſhment Was in- 

| flited than what all fin deſeru'd, it will follow 

that complete ſatisfaction to juſtice | is not made; 

and ſo 'tis only a merciful compoſition made for 

the ſinners debts, by an n nd Tees” N 5 

an equivalent. Wal WN I 

1. As to Chriſt's being puri in proper Ke ge 

ſenſe by divine vindictive juſtice, the 3 

are afraid it will imply him to be a ſinner, . 

cording to their notion of puniſhiment; which is 

this, That tis miſery inflitttd :by:the lawpiver or 

ruler on a malefafor for bis crime, whereas the 

holy Jeſus was without fn. And acoording to 

this common notion the Autinomiams do r 

argue, that if the Lord Jeſur was pufuiſh'd, he 

muſt firſt have all our wickedneſſes and our faults 

imputed to · him, and be as ſinful as we, Which 

we ſhould abhor the thoughts of; which yet their 

adverſaries cannot anſwer, but by: going off from | 

the obvious and moſt proper notion of puniſh. 

ment, when they ſay Chriſt was puniſh'd for our 

_ fins, and by giving a more lax and mild ſenſe f 

the term puniſbment; in which the Unitarians and 

they are at no great odds. They: both agree in 

this, that vicarious puniſhments or ſufferings are 

not ſo properly puniſhments, as where there is 

perſonal guilt. The judicious; Mr; Horcbtis ſays, Chr.: 
Cbriſt wwas not properly puniſ#d. Mr. Baxter ſays, — ; 

it was but analogicaliy ſuch; that is, was not truly nels, part 

puniſhment, but had a reſemblance of it. See © 7.77. 
Dr. Stilling fleet's ſecond part of Chriſt's ſatisfac< 

tion. And this Dockor hitnſelf, after all his vain 

labour to make Mr. Baxter differ from the Soct- 
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ian 1 + forced t -own, that Chriſt's ame 
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7 . ow the very \Recoview Catechiſm ſays, That 
Chriſt ſuffered: the quaſi pænam, that is, the ana- 
logical puniſnment of Mr. Baxter, &c. And ſince 
Dr. Flag fler himſelf, by puniſhment, means 
only what: was appointed ,and accepted in order to 


atonement for n; and by atonement that, in con- 


federation of which God is willing to releaſe the 
Anner on the terms of the Goſpel ; I don't fee any 
at difference between him and the Racovian 
© Gatechi/m, vhich ſays, Our fins were the cauſe of 
* Glriff's ſufferings in order tu their pardon ; _ 
cauſa haſſus off, & quaſi pænam in ſe recepit, ut nas 
rorum enſolueret: and that he ſuffer d 


For fins in the fame ſenſe that the ſacrifices under 


the law did. Now ſince the Doctor and the $0- 
cinians agreed ſo well in their meaning, what rea- 
ſen was there to:quarrel with them about the term 
pianiſhment, of which he grants the Scripture Goals 
not a ward? Indeed they obſerve nothing in Sctip- 
t in the caſe, (which 
the Doctor ſuppoſes and — which in all fo- 
expected. 

Is certain God never did ap 


wand, ante 


theFews to:ſhed Chrift?s blood ; 15 on the con- 


barfrfanbad dem to kill him: when he ſent him 
among em, twas to um em from their Ans; 
andthe: end he propoe'd was this, ſurely they will 
: and not kill; him, as they did 
his ſervants the prop ophets. And therefore to 
ſnew how they acted againſt 


Af 2.2 24; : ſures thoſe bauds as wicked that kita him, and 


in rage power; _ it became a duty to en- 


puniſh'd them with moſt dreadful but illuſtrious 
vengeance. I grant God did foreſee the-Fewws 
malice, and deliver bis Son up, i. e. he left him 


Gus 


his will, God cen- 


on the gan id 


dure. reſolutely . whatever befel ue in doing h 
Father's work: bur Rill God did all, that by | 
authority and canned I he cope, to fave him. 
from harm. And was this exenzpi 1925 Punifament,. 
| which the law-giver, inſtead of infl ing on him. 
did by his authority ſcek to cover him from? | 
Certainly ſuch a terrible ſolemn example of divine 
vengeance, as this is pretended to be, for ſink-, | 
ing a-terror into the whole 1 ſuch a err: 
ful inſtance of God's angry juſtice Hlaming again 5 
the ſins of men, to affright them beyond the fag 
leſſer. puniſhments of an uni venſal K or * a 
ſtorm. of fire and brimſtone, Sc. I lay, one. 
would think ſuch. a ſolemn execution as Ng. 8 
ſign' d for public warning ſhould have. 907 Tee 
plaineſt marks « God's e N 
juſt to inflict this. as a puniſhment on Jeſus Chriſt, 2 
no doubt God might nr et y. haye commanded; the. | 
eu to. ſlay him, then it had look d more 
like puniſhment. ——— by a bare permiſſion or 
ſecret will it comes to paſs, that the moſt folemn, 
vindication of kevere,) juſtice was. made to look lie 
| an accidental thang, and ſcarce to he diftinguiſh'd * - +1 
from, the Sure Kh 8. wt the 28 as, to oF — 
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it? Was it ever Wee = a 00 8 125 has 
one by a grievqus death, for a demonſtration. of 
his ſevere” juſtice, which death he forbids all Us 
lubjects to inflid.s and inſtead of that commands 
em to reverence and obey him in all things 
This would be to obſcure and hide juſtice, in- 
ſtead of declaring it, ſay the Socinians. 

Indeed that text, 444 4. 27, 28. as tranſlated,” 
may miflead ſome to think, that God determin's 
the rulers to crucify Chriſt ; but if the nominative 
caſe be PRES before the verb, as is * 8 

2 true 3b 


* 


Remains, 
| . 193. 


22 fer 40 Mr. Lellie 


true order of the words will be thus 'F Both Herod | 


and Pontius Pilate were gathered together” rainſt 


this holy child Jeſus, whom thou haſt anointed to d 
bat 145 hand and counſel determin d to be done. 
The laſt words, 'to do what thy counſel determin d, 
may relate to Chriſt, (ſee Ads 10. 38.) not to the 


wicked rulers ; for God did not determine them 


to murder Chriſt, nor was he ſlain by the wrath' 


of God his Father, but by the unrighteous wrath 
of men. It would grieve one to hear ſuch good 


men as Mr. o/. Allen telling us of God's cur/ing 
bis own Son, faying to him, Go thou curſed, 5 
in body, curſed in ſoul, &c. Methinks tho the 
Gal. L 3.13. Jews made him a curſe, Chriſtians ſhould not hold 


him accurſed of God. The Prophet complains of 
the injury done him by the Jews, who efteem'd 


him ſmitten of God and ſtricken, even when be Was | 


wounded for our tranſgreſſions. 


T0 conclude, I find God is ha ſaid to gecherß 


His Joie to ſinners, in giving his Son to die for 


them, but never that he did it to ſhew his wrath. 
He declar'd indeed his rigbreoufneſt, (or clemen- 


cy, as Dr. Hammond on the place) but how? 
not in puniſhing ſin, but in pardoning it; his 


righteouſneſs in the remiſſion of fin, which is not 


an act of vindictive juſtice; but of rich favour. 
Thus Chriſt ed bis blood for the remiſſion (not 
puniſhment) fin. We ate not ſo much as once 


call'd to take notice of God's ſeverity in this 


Affair. 


But call it what you vin arme or puniſh 
ment, for our good, or in our flead;, yet if it 


was not a complete equivalent puniſhment,” as 


much as the ſevereſt juſtice could demand, or the 


world's fin could deſerve, tis nothing to your 


purpoſe of an infinite ſatisfaftion. Whether it 


was ſuch, or not, is the next thing to be con- 


ſidered. _ 
For, or, 
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— ends — of Ne 
Wir er preſerve reverence. 


faction for tis only a ſatisfattiqm to thecdivi 


be Liane will own,: chat God's: 
of! pardom chro- Ohrift's intorceſſſon; ulth the 
{inner's tepentance, is ſuch an equivalent; ' oran 


, K I Ab xvod. at 


governigent, andthe-honour-of (God's: law, it 


cannot be bete ati falt ion, nee tis not ol 
| toitheideſerts of: ue demerit. <p 


do by their adverſaries. And in this critical point, 
on which the whole cauſe depends, as Dr. Outram 


A 2. edge deny, that 
Jeſus: Ghote ue d the tantundem; or An: 
valenti from vindidtive:j ſtite, Lay, xp : 
in ibe anſe of fit Jufice;. for agb privde 8 
Saru, tack ab Mr. | 


tial- equivatctit, *ororather'2 
Borat orien ME. ade for, dil. which fn. anſwer 


e mei 0 . all men 


ce de law. 3\this-you ee ofP. 30. | 
politics, and" rightly add, that this. t infer yo. 
neecſhty Fatih, l. te. adequate infinite fariſ- 


unlaud ptudence, not to inexorable. le. And 
reifuliterms 82", 


expedient; as better anſwers the ends of onen. 

ment, and affords af ents 'and:roonvforobedi «& © 
ence; more than ififipners ns tas Ot 
andemngo 5 2:50 t ane, de 7 
| But the queſtion i is abouran ade late c 5 


tion to | = 
for the future; oriiwhi er to mf the — 3 


was neceflary that the utmoſt puniſhment due 
ſhould be ſuffered without any abatemetit ? n 
whether our Lord Jeſus made bach. a fall 

ſation, as was meritorious of our diſcharge - war 

the ſtricteſt-juſtice 2>For whatever is ſhort;of this 


Herecthen is:the ſtreſs and b f a cs 
troverſy: between the Unitarians.and: Srinitarians+. 
about Chriſtꝰs ſatisfaction; which the former com- 
plain is. not urderſtood, at leaſt is er 


oy 


waves It wholly, fo 1 think Dr. in his 
Vol. IL E Neaſons 


4, ſatisfaftion offer d io the mercy of Cad, or is bis 


. ©". Rta/ons Chrift's Gd f. ae 
failed - after he had own'd'that the Teen 

ga acknowledge Chriſt to have been an expiatory 
ſacrifice ſor ſin, and that they. freely had:told the 
world what were the main points in controverſy, Wi.” 
webe Feſus Ni made an; 
to the juſtice. of God, or an equivalent for 
what men bout have ſuffer*d ? 2. Whether it war 


Juice ?. I ſay, after this, he very ſubtlely and un- 
fairly drops the firſt and . part of the 
queſtion, ſaying, The main paint then between us 
7s, beads n bre death bad reſpest to: the 2 i 
or mercy. of God; and ſo runs away e SINE 
ſcent, ſtraining metaphors and alluſion.) the 
legal ſggriſice 1 2 
ruaknt 7 nt io juice, no ti | 
4 we — for if another man, or ID ® 
cel were appointed for a victim, this might be an [ 
oblation to juſtice; but not being an equivalen, | 
you deſpiſe ſuch ſatisfaction. So that the eguiva- 
lent is all in all, in this diſpute; which finding i! 
probably a little too troubleſome, he had the wi: Wil - 
ro lay it aſide, even tho he cites a complaint of 
the Unitarians, that they were not rightly. under. 
ſtood in this pdint; and of: himſelf they | renew 
the complaint, that he would not, or did not at 
leaſt, ſeem to underſtand: them by his anſwer. 
So that whatever eſteem ſome may have for lis 
book, I can truly ſay, tis nothing to the mais 
point, which he had once before him in his Pref. 
p. 9, 10. but left it out of his book, whether to 
ſpare his adverſaries or himſelf, you; may judge. 
In ſhort, if leſs than an infinite. and equivalent 
ſatisfaction might do, then one leſs than God 
might give it. I ſpeak this over again, becauſe 
men are not 8 e to attend to tha main 
. 3 . 15 i | 
. 2 > 1 Nov 
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by grace, but Jo ox, ec 
bebt aa, 8 N81 35 23. w how Can 
50d be ſaid. to pargdoy men gratis, by it wy pur- 
aſed at full price? ? What is there left tp 715 55 

d, (if "what was worth abundantly fzoxe e 5 3 
4 75 pardon of a thouſand: woi Ne bepad ", 
Wi? Ee forgives all, ba ne INE, 1 
6 a bes 1715 joul 15 5 Ter: „ . 
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en tl 


ud freely ; orvives 75 Ry it. © . „but you 

y, it was God the ather's me ey 8 t he found P. 3. 
it this 1 Way of ſatisfaction. "This: is generally ſaid, 1 
doubt, in compliment to the Father after men 

ave diſhonoure bis g00dneſs : For indeed, 

(1.) It is as much the Sox's .contrivance as t the 
ather's, according to your. ſcheme, na 

e Sous than the Father? 3 for we ar e rol 7 LI 

Dn is the cri dom of God; and you br 

iſdom is the ſecond perſon of the þ g 225 P. 3. 
ow we know it is the part of wiſdom to find out 

* Contrivarices : : o that the Son * be the 

E ; imme 


| 


ah Apfwer to My Leſlie 


0 immediate contriver as well as EXecutor, oy. 6 
thing is left for the Father but tremendous in: 
Table Juſtice, If you ſay, mer, put the Son . ipa 
contriving, you tell us that mercy is the 7h 
perſon; 5 that all. the rich grace, that is Eft 
8 Father to ſhew, is only to accept a ſufficiy 
ow ſurety in room of a_non-ſolvent. debrar,, a0 
accept a full pa yment at once of what e eh 
duft ever be 1 8 AN in parts. ; Do ou thut 
fuch a thing would ſpeak any great & goodie 
Inf ſing God the Father finds 
2.) ut in e Fat er lh 
ths: 3 bY ok 2 | lient HILLY MN 
ke org spe, t how he ma f4 tt 
rich ſo * my judge or py be Tk; and pe 
ſuades 5 of fo 0 pay him iy pena penal debt or fin 
T may be beholden to him for his wiſdom, al 


| betas ſome Kindriefs: 3; but ll never fay it 
| freeh. forg orgave my dtbi, which I ſaw paid him 


e full; eſpecially when I ſaw the poor man, nf 
friend, toil and pinch, and grievouſly put oh 
make up the Tum, with tears, and Boks 
. prayers. chat he might be ſpar d. The kur 
would ſay in any ocher Günal caſe, or whe 
ever a ſübtkitorien can be admitted to give füll 
tisfaction: whatever fayour th ere may be „then! 
no gratuitous forgiveneſs. of all the delt. 
Dr. Szillingfleet, who kept as much out of tk 

"way of this argument as he could, (unable, | 
zdge, to look this obje&tion 1 in the face in i 
Fſtrength) at faſt mentions it ſlightly aud 
halves in the laſt leaf of the Reaſons of Citi 
ſufferings. But tho he did by halves ſtart it, 
think he did not ſo much as half anſwer it. I 
the objection of the inconſ Nency of the freemſil 
God's grace with fatisfaion, he anſwers, tif 
be of 225 is conſiſtent with conditiom; 
means our epentance ang Haw... and i in wot 


. * ®% 


„Abu, of Fs Gif. 


n Abraham's prayer for Abimelech's pardon, Fo 
reply, Tho a onion be not inconſiftent with 5 
ie e grace, Jet netly weritoribus conditions 
and Wa it is that. in at 
per Ke one they w 
of pardon, do always de NP USE be meritorious, 
uch as Chriſt's rife is ſaid to 5170 A ſpain, ; 
ys he, remiſton is free when_the penalty is 58 
piven wholly, as we affert : but 3 True, 


is free when tis forgiven free that there 
s no bai whatever you onal fo from 3 25 
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that be That's 0 on beg 8 > Ft Jr" ten 
of the other ſide” were given in exct inge for one 
pot ſo conſiderable. | 
He adds, that men « ene oma muſt, winks. 
cate themſelves, tho t ive the authors 
of the flander : And ho 1 6 17 2 1 anſwer, 
hat men may forgive, and yet ſeek to bring their 
offending brother to an acknowled gment and re- 
pentance of their fault, and to alle den, becauſe 
his is not ſtrict ſatisfaction 3 and this way 5 
takes ſtill to vindicate his honour, and fo 
none who don't humble hs e and repent, | 
But that men are bound to take the'rigour of 

the law againſt their brother, or that ever they 
can be truly ſaid of free grace to forgive their 
brother, het no benen wal will be accepted | 
without the ſev ſevereſt ſatisfation to a, farthing, 
is Utter deny d. It was time for the Doctor 
to end his book here, when he could not tell bet · 
ter what to fay to this objeEtion,” which if men- 

tion'd duly before as it wee he might have | 


giyen over fooner, 
BY E z pes Only 
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becauſe they were not a meritorzous infinite {al 
fattton. And if Jews or Gentiles had thought if 

and yet own'd a gratuitous remiſſion, they Veret 
inconſiſtent as others now are. 

Nor does your notion of ſatisfaction 1 b 

ſurd in ſpeculation only, but alſo to have a ve 
pernicious aſpegt upon practice; for ſince Gol 
forgiveneſs of us is propounded as a pattern fy 
Eph. 5.32. our forgiving our offending brethren, what willi 
Mat.6.11- meaning of thoſe words, forgiving one another 
Gad hath forgiven you, amount to by your intem 

tation, but this, viz. when you have had, full 
paration, not abating one tittle of due _rigorod 
uniſhment, and can demand no more, the 

— we all the reſt ; only if you can procure 
p45 to ſatisfy you better for them, don't ref 

to accept it; but elſe purſue them into miley 
priſons, and death, as God would deal by ya, 
unleſs there had been an equivalent ſtrict ſatis 

tion, without which, ſay Jou, he forgives none! 

It avails nothing to ſay; that we are in a privat 

Tale but God is a governor, who mult. 

ſerve ifferent methods; 3 for ſince God, whoj 

our proprietor as well as rector, forgives np othe 
way but one, he can be a pattern to us of forgive 
nefs in nd other way but this. And thus you 
giye a fine account of that great Chriſtian preceſ 
of forgiving our brother; and inſtead. of bein 
merciful as our Father in pequen is merciful, read 
us to be rigorous, and ſeverg, as one, who, belids 
* os ORE the utmoſt Paneſarment's 40 


* 5 — 0 5 A 


on * Sai ation of 7 * Girit. 


creed in that article, h remiſion of /ins, you'll 
give a ſad expoſition of the Lord's prayer, .and of 
choſe two precepts. that are the ſum of the zen 
Commandments, weakning the motives of our love 
10 Cad, by an horrid miſrepreſentation of his mer⸗- 
cy; and of our love to our neigbbour, by teaching 
5 to forgive, tho he turn, and ſay I repent, 
unleſs he make full ſatisfaction, eye for eye, or life 
for life. Whatever difference of circum 
there may be in the method of God's forgiveneſs 
and ours, it muſt not be in any thing that ſubverts 
the nature of free gratuitous pardon. 


but it means not any * of their pardon paid to 20. 
God, but that he had ht them by his mercies; 
or that the favours God had expended upon them 
were ſuch as did merit and purchaſe their ſervice. 
So Deut. 32. 6. Do ye thus requite the Lord, is be 
wt thy' Father that hath bought thee, hath be not 
made thee? And thus Dr. #bitby rightly tx- 
pounds 2 Pet. 2. 1. Denying the Lord that bought 
them, of God the Father, not of Jeſus Chriſt; 
which ſome ignorantly urge againſt the Unitarians, 
as if they-deny*d Chriſt to be Lord, and ſo G 
hath purchas'd bis Church with the blood of his-own 
Son (as it is As 20. 28. after ſome copies) or 
the Lord, i. e. Chriſt, bas 3 purchaſed it awith bis 
own blood, (after others) i. 6. wy has obtain'd. a 
church, reſcu'd them from darkneſs and ſin, and 
merited that they ſhould live to him tube bas died 
for them. I read of bis redeeming men i God, 
but not of redeeming any from God, by giving 
to him a full price. Indeed the terms redeeming 
and ranſam are — uſed in Scripture, but in 
the metaphorical: ſenſe; for deliverance gut of | 
trouble, without regard to the paying of a price 


* "B 4 


before he- forgives: - 5 becomes of your -- - 


The text ſays indeed, you are bought with a price z 1 Cor. 6. 


for i it. Heber Thaet was redeem'd out * a Deut. 7. * Eh 


102 = "2s Mfr 39. My: Lellis N 


As 7.35. a0 on Was their Redfemer, > a 5 
er; hd he paid ne price. And ée where 


4 ranſom in the moſt ptoperſenſc is gen, it doc 
| — 5 —_ n een but whatever ſhall be 
Exod. 21. Thirty fheRals of fuer was the ran- 
30, 32. ein er 0 e mold r eos valuable-life, if it hap. 
be to be forfeited By the law there menrien'd; 
Which was next to no anette, a lives wer 
= 22 then as . 
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SECT. IV. 


cht Ning figed a ſacrifice, a phopitintibn, 
or atonement o prof of ſuch a fer; Nac in 
1. They were rites of humble depyt 
2. Legal atonements were, metines 0 
made, as to have no ſhadow of puni 
. Even the bloody ſacrifices were. rather, 
| penitentia than ne 
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u C H katlsfaktion cannot be inftrd 950 
Chriſt's being a /aerifice, a propitiation, or 
3 Waage, tho taken in the moſt proper Tenſe, 
(He was à Prieft indeed, bit it was of the or- 
der of 'Melchifedec, Who did not ſacrifice, that we 
find, ofily officiated by -benedj#10n and imerteſ. 
fon, and not of the order of Haron) for I am 
ſatisfy d ithe Jeiſb victims themſelves, alluded to 
in r were fot deſignd wy full com. 

2 J to divine juſtice. DET 2 | 


For; 1. it is evident tliey's were. vites ae 
bie deprecation, and a ſort of Hmbvliral ens of 
con feſflon, that they deſerv'd to be ſerv'd as the 
beaſts were, while they implor*d:mercy to ſpare 


chem. Nor does it appear, that their * 
0 


Prieſt fled to; and this was not 


Our 
it at the chrone of Grace, or Seat of mercy. 


clearly. 


5 be not n u eg ee 


$ tir be my expiation Temp, Serv. chap. 8, ſect. 1. T. E. 


on the Suti faction of Fefins Ch TY 73 
ſo much as reſpectedꝭ any ſatisfaction to ſfuſtire . 
What tho they were to avert God's wrath, which 
Dr. Stilling fleet inſiſts on? IL think. divine wrath 
may be averted by an addreſs to merey, and for:? 
giveneſs will prevent it as-certainly as ſatisfacien: 
however, it is certuim there was in them an addrec 
to mercy; by which the atonement was made, 
foy if we look to that, which was the moſt ſo: 
lemn atonememt, which gave that name to the 
day on which it was made, (at which time only 
the High Prieſt was to officiate, or could. he a | 
type herein of Chriſt) we find that the atonernent 
was made with ſprinkling the blood ſeven times x, . 
on the Acros mich the-Holy of Holies, 
This plainly. taught, that *rwas by an applica- 
tion to mercy from juſtice z twas — the 1195 


4 
the atonement made, but to make it. This vie 1. 
plainly figures our to us, that Jeſus Chriſt cho 
pardon within the heavenly veil, by ſe 


ſides 
this, the High · Prieſt took incenſe with him, 
which is a ſymbol of prayer; a thus Jeſus Chriſt 


ſtill intercedes for W gol grant of favour, 
andin benden offer ſelf, as * Dr. hin thews 2 9. 26 


Seripture is . fa code appropria- 


Thus the: ' 


ting Chriſt's atonement to his death, that it gives 


more. virtue to his intereeſſion ; Is is be that 
condemneth ? it is Chrift that died, yea rather that Rom. . 


is riſen again, wwho maketh interceſſion. for us: His 34. 
reſurrection being 


ſo requiſite to his. interceſſion 
for pardon, that the ſame Apoſtle- dae 4 ri 
ad- 1 8 15. 
— 80 . TING , the frm, of. conlaiit with 


the Zews) over the ſin- offering was, I have firmed, I have 
rebelled, &c. bat 1 trtarn by repentanct' before tber; and le 
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„ d e : and dle reaſon of it is, becauſe 
- Rom. 125 roſe again for our juſtification, not only for a 
proof of his acceptance with God, which was for 
his own juſtification, but that he might juſtify ws; 
: And on this it is, that the Apoſtle lays the ſtreſs 
. b yez of a Chriſtian's hope of ſalvation by Chriſt. How 
often do we hear poor honeſt meaning perſons ob- 
ject to the Unitariqus, how can Ch be a Sa- 
viour if he be not ſupreme God? Now the Apo- 
ſtle, without mentioning his being God, gives a 
full anſwer to ſuch, be is able to ſave to the utmoſt, 
ſays he: But how ſo? Wherein does his ay; 
for being ſo complete a Saviour, lie? Becauſe he 
ever lives to make ' interceſſion for tbem. None 
will fay, that interceſſion is an act that none but 
God can perform; ſure it is the part of an inferior 
rather. N ow if | his' interceſſion does juſtify as 
well as his death, nay ratber tban it, (which 
makes me wonder how Dr. Stilling fleet could aſk 
9- the queſtion, My are not men ſaid to. be juſtify'd 
much” rather by Chriff®s reſurreBion ? when the 
Apoſtle does fo expreſly'ſay it, ' rather he is riſen) 
then it follows, ſince interceſſion is not penal 
Satisfattion, that v ; 
SY” terms. 84 9 3, 2 1 4ST #5 
: A gain, * atonements were ſometimes 
made in ſuch à manner as had no ſhadow of 
miſhment, much leſs of à full compenſation, 
viz, by ;mmolation, ot burning an handful of meal, 
which ſuffer'd no pain, and yet made as good 
nan atonement for the poor, as ſhedding - 'the 
blood of a beaſt did for the rich. I know you 
| ſpeak contemp tibly of a ſacrifice that had all its 
virtue from om God's appointment; that God might 
as well have covenanted to pardon man upon the 
urnisg of a ſtrau, or ugon {be paring. of 4 man's 
nails,” as Pr. Stillingflert” ſpeaks, 5. 272. "Now hg 
Tt Bray. e wha more ka here was in wn Y 
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hand ful of meal: therefore what the text n 9-22-" 
that under the law, without edding 0 of blood is no 
remiſſion, muſt be taken, 1 conceive, with fle 
limitation that begins that verſe, Almoſt all things, 
 &c, for here is a manifeſt exception from that 
- rule. Nay, atonement was made ſometimes by 
burning a little incenſe, Numb. 16. 47. a figure of 
prayer, Fſal. 141. 2. An ſometimes prayer 4t= 
ſelf was uſed for making atonement, Exod. 32. 
30. Which ſhews us what it is to atone for ſin; 
it is not to ſatisfy for it, but with humble penitent 
expreſſions to acknowledge guilt, and to implore 
mere mercy for averting deſerved puniſhment ; and 
this anſwers to Chriſt's interceſſion with God's 
mercy, rather than to any treating with vindictive 
muſtice. © | 
4 3. Thoſe legal bloody e themſelves | 
appear to be rather penitential than ſatisfactory, 
and to have ſuch ſort of influence upon pardon 
as repentance had, which is no equivaltnt to 
juſtice, but an addreſs to 1 This I. ga · 
ther from P/al. 51. 16, 17. David had commit- 
ted murder and adultery, e is anxiouſly diſtreſs'd. 
for.pardon ; he inquires after a ſacrifice for atone- 
ment, but finds none appointed in that caſe by 
Moſes's law: What muſt he do? Shall he deſpair. 
| becauſe he had no expiatory ſacrifice? Can no- 
thing ſerve for expiation but blood? Yes, ſays he, 
the ſacrifices of God are a broken heart, i. e. they. 
are a ſacrifice of expiation, even ſuch as the lam: 
' appoints for atoning ſome ſins, but not ſuch as 
mine. And thus the Fathers (and Unitarians) al- 
low ſatis faction t God to be made by repentance, 
Deo ſatisfacere liceat fide & pænitentia, Lactan. 
l, 5. Cc. 13. So Tentul, Baſil, fee Seller's remarks: 
on S. 'Cyprian's life. And I think repentance has; 
all in it that Dr. Stillingtcet ſays of atonement, C. 
= P- 59. It is pain ſuffer:d for fin, 9 of 
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..44 God i in 1 order to forgivench, fares tho ends and 
huonour of government; and is more ſtrictly in- 
flicted on us wy Go'scommund, than death was 
on Jeſus C but yet it is no equivalent Pay- 
ment to juſtice, while it is an atoning ſacrifice, 
Nay, Thin you, Sir, make Chriſt's ſatisfao- 
tion to ie in Chriſt's - repentance or ſorrow: for 
our fin, viz. in Bis ſenſe of ſin proportionable ta 
the offence, p. 21. which you call be utmoſt that 
Juſtice requir'd; tho a bare ſenſe of the fault is no. 
meritorious compenſation to Juſtice for an injury, 
it only recommends one to mercy, And you 
ſpeak in this as if | Chriſt's atonement was made 
rather by ſhedding of tears, than by ſhedding of 
blood; for the former is the more Proper . | 
ſion of a burden'd ſpirit. . 
But to return to David's facrifice of a contrite 
heart; I find Dr. Stilling fleet arguing againſt Crel- 
kus (who aſſerted the efficacy of the ſacrifice to 
depend on God's appointment of it as a condition) 
aſks, Why were not inward ſorrow for fin, and 
prayers and thanks ratber made the only conditions 
of expiation, than ſuch a chargeable ſervice?” "Now ] 
in David's caſe, under the higheſt guilt, -it was 
juſt ſo; no ſacrifice of blood or life was requir'd, 
only inward ſorrow, tears, and prayers. And 
therefore one might have aſk*d'the Doctor on the 
other hand, if the deſign of the legal ſacrifices 
was to teach the Jews, that no pardon could be 
P. 274 had but upon Chriſt's ſati faction, as he intimates, 
| then, 1 pray, how came it to paſs, that under the 
guilt of the deepeſt dye, where pardon ſeems moſt 
unlikely to be obtain d, there ſhould be no ſacri- 
| fice at all appointed, but bare repentance was ac- 
cepted, without any bloody offering, or the help 
of any type to lead the 5 — to Chriſt's ſatis- 
faction? What, muſt one deſpair of pardon 
Wu Chrifes: ſacrifice. for — faults,. hd 
yet 


on 1 7 


yet do well without it under the 
of murder and adultery? Or would God 2 
ſatis faction for, and teach men to, dread laſſer er- 
rors, but not, groſs wickedneſs? 7 Rs 
In vain do ſome pretend 40 flee toithe ventral was 
national. atonement, as if theſe crimes. werepardon'd 
by it, for which no ſacrifices were particularly ap- 
| TT for as great crimes... require; a more 


al repentance, fo likewiſe a more [particular 
ee eee and it is iſtrange if 4 ſhould 
_paſs off lightly hy a general atonement... More- 
over, the {inner might die according to the la, 
before that day came: nor could David lap, ther „there 
was no ſacrifice appointed in his caſe, if it had 
been ſo. And St. Paul tells us, there were ſins, 
from which. men could not be juſtify'd.avy way ty Acts 13. 
Ibe low of Nloſes. So that repentance ſeems to 39. 
be the only way laſt em for. the expiation of the 
greateſt, guilt; which was a procedure not on the 
| law: of Moſes, but on the pri aple of natural re- 
ligion common to others. * 4 
1 take the matter 10 be thus, that the ſacri- 8, 
fices alone did not purge the conſcience, but 
only took away the political guilt, in. relatiun to 
their civil and ecclęſiaſtical penalties; and ther- 
fore when the crime was ſuch as muſt not be 
| pardon'd, but the ſinner muſt be put to death, 
then there was no room for a; facriſce, -becaufe 
no pardon could be granted of that nature. 
But yet, with reference to God and a future 
ſtate OO was. {till to be ſought by true 9 
repentance, but without any bloody | Men IHA. 1. 18. 
as typical of Chriſt's eat ne But where the 
law allow'd pardon, there ſacriſiae Was that! 
rite by which they ſought it from God, as their, 
$:ate-Ruler : and. therefore, even in. the matter 
of adultery, which was by the law made «a+, 
N and conſequentiy admitted no e Tow. 
vid 
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®* The caſe E David, we find, that when in one caſe ® the PE 
Sv a crime, for ſome reaſons, was not by the law 
grob o made capital, then a ſacrifice was a appointed, fee 
an bu: Levit. 19. 21, 22, compar'd with Deut. 22. 24. 
_ band, Which makes it plain, that ſacrifices were ſe: or 
not, according as the crimes were expiable or 
not in relation to temporal and political puniſh- 
ments, not in relation to future 'puniſhments, 
which is the end of Chriſt's ſacrifice, for then they 
would have been moſt uſeful under the moſt hein- 
ous capital crimes, where we find em wholly ex- 
eluded, becauſe they could have no effect upon 
their pere puniſhment; and repentance Was 
the only refuge from future puniſhment. 1 
Whence I infer, that tho this way of 7 li. 5 
bieal pardon might be typical of the Goſpel· way 
of eternal pardon by the ſacrifice of Chriſt's 
obedience to death, as their Canaan was of out 
| hedvenly bliſs ; yet 1 ſee no manner of pretence 
for what you ſuggeſt, that the Jewiſh ar £ 
of beaſts derived their «007th and efficacy 
atonement from the ſacrifice of Chriſt ; "for ts 
great virtue of his death ſeems "wholly app 
| Priated' to the future ſalvation from the puniſh? 
| Heb.g. ments of the world to come. Te: - purges the con- 
ſciente, it effects our eternal reden emption, and ſaves 
us from wrath to come; but it does not take off 
the temporal puniſhment of 4 criminal, nor re- 
verſe the juſt ſentence of the civil lat or Rate. 5 
This is * the purpoſe of Chriſt's death, to inter- 
fere with Nate judicatories, or to ſave a murderer 15 
from execution? but it is apparent that this was 
the deſign of the legal ſacriſices; and therefore 
how could they derive their efficacy from Chriſt's 
death for thoſe effects, which the virtue of 
Chriſt's death has no influence upon? What! 
did Chriſt die to procure fate-pardons for crimi- 
nals! 4 it not, how could 7h ſacrifices, that. 
: were 
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vere uſed for that end. have their virtue fis 
which has no ſuch virtue aſcrib d to it? Chriſt's 
virtue was of one kind, theirs: of another. I 
wonder to ſee with what aſſurance men tell the 


world, that all the efficacy of the legal ſacrifices 


was from Chriſt's death, when the Scripture ſays 
not ſuch a word. If it had been ſo, ſure it would 
have been mentibnꝰ d in the epiſtle ro the Hebrews, 
v here there is no ſuch thing, but only ſame. al- 
lulions of Chriſt's oblation to >the legal 'offerings, 


making the latter to; be. reſemb} 89655 or 
of the other, * that migh Ns et 
they not have 2 5 it The leaſt eff 


or 3 nature 


3 on crimes, . is ſeen. "Jotb be from. che 
ſmall value of the Jeruiſb ſacrifices of. beaſts, in- 
cenſe, meal, &cc, which were not in themſelves 
of equal value to the ſoul or life of man, nor did 
borrow virtue from Chriſtꝰs death to raiſe them up 
to ſuch an equivalent; and 40ſ from the nature 
of repentance, which is with as expreſ deſign de- 
clar'd by David to be an atoning ſacrifice, as ever 
Chriſt's death is declar'd to be ſuch in the New 
Teftament.z and yet cannot be deem d.to. Nr 
by way of full compenſation. to ſtrict vindiftive 
juſtice for heinous crimes. The ſum of the 
whole is, that if repentance was as efficacious 6 
| ſacrifice in the worſt crimes, as burnt-offerings of 
beaſts were under ſmaller; and yet that repent· 
ance imply*d no equivalent ſatisfaftion to rigor 
Juſtice, any more than now it does; then it fol 
lows, that the nature of an expiatory ſacrifice is 
make a full ſatisfaction to n TOs 
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ned merty accept ir ee atonement, as i 


did a little meal; and conſequentiy Chriſtꝰs. 
an atoning ſaerifioe does 3 
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are eee, e ee 4”, 
LE uuculd not #hence follow-it 

mite. I. Becauſe n, tho ex- 

18 eil, mY not infinite. 2. Infinite 
Leden cannot te. Fa 0 . up 


ET 4s 1 Hobs iutxips ſake wail fuck 
Lan *. ——— puniſhment has been required 
and paid hy Jeſus Chriſt, yet the Unitarians 'fay 
Ini! this ill not ſup „ capes e ine; 68 r the 
ICT Becauſe the fin to be n! oths: _ 
evil, does not appear to be ef infinite-demerit. 
Neching is pr eterded for this, but its being againk 
am infinite hee; but if that makes it ſo, then 
all ſin muſt be ſo for the ſame feaſon, as being 
againſt the'fime infinite God. But if all Ans 2 
S infinite grült, then all muſt be of: equal guilt; 
ſince no guilt can be aggravated beyond infinite 
which belongs to the ſeaſt ſin; and equal gu 
deſerves equal puniſhment :- and 1⁰ there muſt be 
no difference of crimes, greater or jeſs, one or 


many, the guilt will be the ſame; nor any dif- 
ference of pumiſbments, no greater condemnation, 


which is certainly falſe. - And therefore if no bet- 


ter reaſon can be given to prove fin of infinite de- 
merit than this, there is no reaſon to ſay God re- 


quires infinite puniſhment to expiatè it. 


2. They don't fee it poſſible that there ſhould 
be infinite ſalisfaction by infinite — 3 pr 
2 


en Abu, of 7 22 00 g 1 


cauſe nothing that is. infinite can ſuffer. e in. 
impaſſible,. and cannot deny, or diminiſh himſelf ;,, 
and ſuppoſe what union you pleaſe; of the Deity 
to the humanity. of Chriſt, yet as nothing but the 
human nature ſuffer'd, ſo that nature, with all its 
its and paſſions, remains ſtill. but finite. He-. 8 
as not an infinite man, or an immenſe creature, | 'Y 
by being united to God; and his ſuffering can 33 
hardly be counted infinite, any more than his eat- 
ing and drinking ſince the Deity-no more ſuffer- 

d than it eat or drank. Tou may call it What 
you will, relatively | or figuratively. infinite, or hy 

A logical. communication of. properties; but ſevere 
jealous juſtice is nat to ba cheated or blinded with 

nes.and.terms of art; while it ſees nothing croly. 

ſuffers but a, frail finite creature. 

To talk of God's ſuffering, and a God Nn, 
or of one perſon, of the Tr:xity puniſh*d and curſed 
by one of the other, and the third helping t. the 4 5 
cond. to bear the vengeance of the firſt, is daribg 
boldneſs enough, but little to the honour of God 
or Chriſtianity. And at this rate the Unitarians. | 
account makes his ſufferings as much infinite s 2 
ours ; for they freely own a peculiar, fngular 
union of God x ak Father to the man Chriſt, who | 
rought his works: for him. The Father in me be Jahn 1. I 
doth ; * Works, (tha 1 ſuppoſe he did not ſuffer 10. | 
is. pangs) and this ſeems. as honourable and as 
near a relation as others te by and yet they 
8 t think he 8 . od by being united to 
0 | . 
Beſides, how can one infinite ſrerifice. (if! it de = 
ſuppoſed) be an equivalent for ſo many myriads of +. 
infinite fins? as a great Prelate of the age has ob- = 
ſerv d in one of bis four diſcourſes. Will not each 

crime need an infinite ſacrifice? If you ſay one 
infinite is as much as many of the ſame kind, be- 
auſe it can have no addition; then you . 
Vor. 41. F member 
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EP that one infinite divine zxerſon i is as muck 
as three, and by this rule the Uritarians have : as 
conn an object of their faith” and 'worſhy 
you. Nay, it follows, if ſin be of infinite 405 
and one and many are the fame, that a W Rol 
courſe of debaucheries ſhould fir as eaſy on the 
conſcience, as one ſingle infinite fault: and wil 
not this be à fine way to make your pg of 
ſatisfattion à comfortable dodritie! 
Fou ſuppoſe there may be an hiv ug, 
in which yu place Chriſt's fatisfaction, viz; in 
P; 19, 20. - having an ihfinite ſenſe of the infinite demierit p 
Þ z becauſe; fay' you, he had an adequate 'notim 
of God. Buy this is either falſe, or nothing tothe 
purpoſe : : *ris/ falſe, if you mean that he Had in 
his human nature an infinite ſenſe of ſin, as 
ſuppoſe, p. 21. or an adequate" notion o 6845 
for that His finite mind was not capable o ' finding 
ont the Almighty to perfection: nay, tis falle, 
if you mean it of a ſorrowful ſenſe of f fin (fuck a 
your argument implies) tho you fuppoſe his divine 
nature; for that cannot be afflicted penalhy, ot 
have any truly ſorrowful ſenſe. But if you mean 
that he had a full eſtimate of the demerit of fin in 
his divine comprebemſon, then *tis to no pmpoſẽ to 
call this akisfacion- for ſo had God the Father as 
large and deep a ſenſe as Chriſt could have," and 
expreſs d as much grief - (figuratively); and fo 
had the ſpirit alſo. At this rate they made ſatiſ- 
faction too. So then as nan, he had no infinite 
ſenſe of ſin; and as God, the Father had the ſame. 
The ſum of the arguments thus far is this: If 
God did not require a ſtrict tharvalent ; if Chiſt 
did not pay ſuch; nay, if àn e quivalent itſelf } 
would not amount to fit; then was there no 
need of an ifmnite perſon to make a finite fatif- 
faction, much leſs to be a mediator and interceſſor 
with divine IEF. 9 
| oY” 13 Cc 7. 


acc 


XroOr content with 


I of your argumegt, the Unitatians turn the 

tables upon you, and from your very proof of 

Chriſt's Deity think they raiſe an inſuperable ob- 

xQion againſt it, which rats thus; It, ſay they, | 
juſtice be, as. you” fpeak, of the very ofence fp. zi. | 
Cod, and fig of the nature of juſtice, and conſ : 
quently'of God, to require an adequate ſabisfasi nz: 
then if Chriſt have divine juſtice; 1. 2. the divine 
ntere, and be God 1775 he muſt alſo require 
ſuck fatisfaction; and if he do not require ir, he 
wants what is eſſextial to God, No doubt you 
will ſay he is God, whatever follows. Well 8 
fay they, is he the ſame juſt God who was of- 
fended by mens ſins? or afe there two Gods, ohs 
who-was offended by our fins, and the other not? 
If he be the /ame God himſelf, then being the of- 
fended party he muſt receive infinite fatisfaction, 
that is, muſt be as juſt a perſon as his Father 
But yet fince ' tis he only makes che ſatisfaction, it 


follows that he is not ſatisfy'd, unleſs he ſatisfies 
himfelf; which is no very terrible inſtance of vin- 
/ VVV Pee Ee in 
Here then is the dilemma in which you are 
caught: either Jeſus Chriſt, as God, has given 
infinite ſatisfaction to himſelf, which ſeems ab- 
ſurd * ; or he is not ſatisfy'd at all, and ſo is not 


With Mr. Tho. Bradbury the abſurdity hereof is no ob- 
jeftion at all; for, ſays he, 75e /atisfattion of Chriſt is an un- 
«ccantabl: irrational doi tue, deſtrays every natural idea wor 
; = | have 
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 _ » fn. Anfwer to Mr. Leſlie 
God by your own account, Chuſe whether of the 
two you'll take. I find you offer at Both, becauſe 
you dare not ſtand to either. OY 

1. 'You would have it no abſurdity for God 
to ſatisfy himſelf, and alledge vainly the Apoſtle 
words, God was in Chriſt, reconciling the worll 
. to himfelf, (i. e. by ſending the Apoſtles to per. 
ſuade em to be ſo reconciPd) when you ſhould 
have prov*d that God was reconciling himſelf 1 
the world, and this by paying himſelf the ful 
price of their pardon. Then you bring for a 
parallel, an inſtance of a creditor who pays bimſeſ, 
by helping his debtor to flock, and credit, and pre: 
ferment, &c, that he may be able to make ſatisfac- 
tion for his debt, But becauſe any one will fe: 
that the debtor pays the debt out of his own im- 
provements, not out of the creditor's own purſe, 
therefore you recant your own words; and having 
before ſuggeſted that the creditor paid bim ef, you 
add, That becauſe *twas paid by the debtor, tis mt 
frriftly call'd ſatisfying himſelf. But why then did 
you bring it for an inſtance of that kind? It is 
ſtrange way of illuſtrating a point, by bringing 
an inſtance for it, and then giving a good reaſon 
ü AA ro ft, 

The like may be ſaid of David's giving 1. 
God. It was David's act, to give what was in 
his own power and choice to have withheld. 
God did not give to himſelf, ro make himſelf 
amends for any wrong” David did him ; which 
is your caſe in hand, and ſeems very. abſurd. 
Wherefore, ON e 


2 


2.1 


have of divine juſtice, aud, lay afide the evidence of Seriptare, 
is ſo far from being true, that it is ridiculous. See his Sermon, 
p. 39, 40. which is ſuch another ſolution as that of Dr. South's 
with regard to Chriſt's deſcent om Heaven, Were it mt 
19 be adored for a myſtery, it would be exploded for a contra- 
cli n. South's Sermons, Vol. III. p. 316. IO. 
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2. In the next place, you would not have 
it thought that God ſatisfies himſelf. There- 


10 it by God.. What does God enable finite man 


to do an infinite thing? To pay infinite ſatisfac- 
tion? It ſeems then that a mortal man, with 


God's help, can make ſufficient ſatisfaction for ſin. 
I thought that whatever is infinite is in none but 
God alone; and conſequently, that if any infinite 
price be paid to God, *tis paid by himſelf, to 
himſelf, and not by man, as you ſay. No nat 


by the human nature of Chriſt, if that be your 


meaning; for infinite cannot come from finzte, and 
that nature is no more. If you fay, the infinite 
value comes from the divine nature united to it; 
then J ſay, his divine nature is fatisfy'd by value 
receiv d from itſelf, and fo we are again where 
we were at firſt; and he ſtill pays himſelf, which 
is a ſort of payment we don't oft hear of, eſpeci- 
ally where ſevere fri juſtice has to do. And yet 
it is ſomewhat more harſh in caſe of punifoment, 
to take ſtrict ſatisfaction for one abuſe, by ſuffer- 
ing another from the ſame hand. If this be tre- 
mendous full ſatisfaction, then I don't ſee but 
our bleſſed Saviour, in bidding us, when ſmitten, 
to turn the other cheek, might intend not ſo 
much to teach us a leſſon of patience, as to put 
us upon ſeeking rigorous ſatis faction by a ſecond 
blow. Thus I ſee you alſo can learn the /aphiſtry 
ef not diſtinguiſhing between debts and puniſhments. . 
But this being too abſurd, you add, as your laſt 
refuge, Tk ff 
(2.) That */was God the Son paid the ſalis/ac- 
tion to his Father, one perfon to another ; and ſo, 


* — 


ſay you, . tbe objection is wholly over. I perceive 


tis troubleſome to you, and therefore you are in 
haſte to have it over. But 'tis not over yet: 


on the Satisfation of Jeſus Chrifl, , 85 


109 You ſay, Man paid his debt to God, anabled P. 3. 


_ unleſs he has ſatisfy' d himſelf. The queſtion 
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This may account for ſatisfaction to the F Oy 
but ſtill here is no ſatisfaction to God the Say, 


Did Jeſus Chriſt ſatisfy the Father only; (elſe t . 
difficulty remains ſtill how he could ſatisfy him £ a 
ſelf) then who ſatisfies the Son? Can the Son be - 
God, and yet not have diyine juſtice effential y p 
God? Or can bis divine juſtice admit men u 5 
favour without a ſatis faction? Will it not the Ar 
follow that vindictive juſtice is not neceſſary. u 50 
God's nature, but that he can forgive without: fre 
ſatisfaction, ſince God the Son does forgive with Je 
out any, tho he have that ame nature? Wh k. 
then can't God the Father forgive the ſame way! 2) 
But if on the other hand Chriſt be that vy 
God, who can.#o more remit the leaſt farthing tha il be 
ceaſe to be ; and withal, it be abſurd for one p * 
give penal ſatis faction to himſelf; which make (a 
you ſay, A Trinity is neceſſary to Chriſt's ſatisfa: 5 
tion, (for elſe the Father alone might ſatisfy hi- d. 
ſelf) then it follows we have God the Son u .. 
ſatisſy ſtill, and fo you have mended the matte p 
well. Are not we in as bad a caſe as ever? Fo fu 
the Son has, according to you, as levere vindidin N 
juſtice as the Father. C 
And is not that a defective. bre fie Our * 
redemption, that leaves us without hope, u y 
Teſs we find another infinite ſacrifice for the Son C 
Truly, Sir, I had much rather humbly truſt n ir 
the rich mercy of a gracious God, thro? the me. o 
diation and interceſſion of the Lord Feſus, vi n 
a a fincere repentance and obedience, without pft. 
tending to plead equivalent merit and full wont Wi ü 
g:ven him, for all the favour or good I want fron I ; 
5 him; than to offer a full ſatis faction to but : « 
divine perſon, and nothing at all to the other ut, il « 
Vho, according to you, are as able to deſtra ; 
me as 1 iber, and having the ſame juſtice muſt p 
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tion had been made to them alſ G-. 
| But to tell you the truth, I verily believe aftet 
all, that you and others of the ſame opinion do +» 
not. think Jeſus Chriſt has the | ſame vinditive 
juſtice which you attribute to his Father. You 
ſay he is God egual to the Father, but you repre 
ſent him by your ſcheme as much more gracious, | 
And this I fear is the fatal tendency of your — ol 
notions, to derogate from the glorious love and 
ree grace of the Father of mercies, and to exalt 
Teſus Chriſt above him, in the vulgar eſteem at 
leaſt, The Father you call power, and repreſent p c 
him inexorable, Vista full ſatisfaction to a far- 8 
tbing ; but Jeſus Chriſt /o good and compaſſionate 
beyond him, that tho he be as much injur'd as - 
his Father, and have as much right to demand — 
ſatisfaction, yet he will remit all his debt without — 
any compenſation; a poor penitent ſhall he wei- -- 
come to his favour, without any, price paid him; 
nay, /o. good, that he will himlelf be at the ex- 
pence to ſatisfy all the Father's demands too at 
full price. How can poor people forbear, by this 
rule, to think and ſpeak more kindly of Jeſus - 
Chriſt, than of God? Is this one feaſon that 
makes ſo many bow at the name of Feſus, who 
yet ſtand ſtiff at the name of bis God and ours? 
Or that teaches others to call a ſermon. of lov- 
ing Chrift, &c. ſpiritual preaching, while one 
of loving and obeying God, is reliſh'd as dry 
if a 

I find men are more willing to truſt Chriſt than 
the Father : ſo that if Chriſt have not made an 
infinite ſatisfaction to the Father, but they be 
directed to hope in the Father's free mercy thro? 
Chriſt's interceſſion, they cry out they are undone 


and loſt.” Why ſo?" Can't we'truft the Father of 
mercies > May not we as well hope for the FA. 
ee 
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ther's 
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ther's favour without an ,equivalent, as for. th 
Son's without any given to him? We mult be he 
holden to ſome one for free unmerited favout; 
and why muſt the Father be diſhonour'd with ou 
deſpondent jealouſy more than the Son? Canna 
he, if he pleaſes, as well be at 16 much expeno 
of hoodiieh to give, as Chriſt be at the expence 
to purchaſe favour ? Is not he as rich in gaodnek 
as the Son, who receives all from him? Would 
men be more undone, if left to his pity, d 
Mat. 10. whom our Lord ſaid, there is none good but on, 
17. that is God, than when left to bis, who ſaid 
Why calleſt thou me good? for you mult be left u 
the mere pity of either Gd or Chriſt, unleſs you 
can produce a full ſatisfaction made to both d 
them, which your ſcheme” of infinite ſatisfadtin 
JJ „ 
I think *twere better to deſiſt from ſuch 2. 
guments for Chriff*s Deity, till you are able to de- 
tend them, and till you can ſo manage them, « 
not to have them turn'd againſt yourſelf with 
much force. But there is no rulihg a raſſi indif- 
creet zeal! How many Teachers tell theit people, 
that Chriſt could not be a ſufficient Saviour. a 
Mediator, except he were God Almighty *,'who 
never conſider the aboveſaid conſequences of 
making God a Mediator? And how many poot 
creatures have I heard ſpeaking ſcornfully of Chriſt 
for a Mediator or Saviour, to whom Chriſt cru: 
 cify'd ſeems to be a ſtumbling- block, if he could 
not make infinite ſatisfaion by ſuffering, who ye 
could not anſwer one. of the arguments again 
5 | BY | eh e 75 i 4s N Mm x 855 5 5 ſuch 
cee how prophanely Dr. Calamy talks, Sermons cn the 
Trinity, p. 330. 345. 360. how ſcorrifully hederides our Lor 
Jeſus upon the ſuppoſition of his being God /ubordinate tb 
the Father, calling him an Arian Saviour, ſuch as is wi 
worth while to contend for, truſt in; ſerve and worſhip, evil 
tho he had all the glory conferred upon him, that be poſſibly cui 
bear or be capable.of. C! OY CO» of gu 
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ſuch ſatisfaction? as if the office and love of the 
Redeemer were contemptible, unleſs they be en- 
abled to claim pardon and ſalvation from God, 
as things he is ſufficiently paid for; or as if jt; 
were nothing worth to them, that the bleſſed Jeſus 
has ſo lived and died for them, as to obtain che 
higheſt acceptance with God, and the higheſt 
power at his right hand, and then uſes this intereſt 
for them. I perceive they, who fo think, would 
never believe that Feſus Chriſt is able to ſave them Heb. 7. 25. 
to the utmoſt, for the Apoſtle*s reaſon, viz.. Becauſe 
be ever makes interceſſion for them. =_ 


The Socinians grofſly miſrepreſented by Mr. 
Leſlie. The Trinitarians /adly divided in 
| - their notions. The injuſtice of denying to- 


on the Satisfaction of Jeſus Chrift. 8 8 | | 


* 


: leration to the Unitarians. | 
1 4 A 


: S for your wild Antinomian ſuggeſtions, ſcat- 

LN cter'd up and down, about Chriſt's ſureti- 
ſhip, his being the reconciler of Angels, who never 
offended, as well as of men; your pretty meta- 
phors about being cloth'd in the garments of Fl 
elder brother, a bold word to 85 of Almighty 
| God; for as Chriſt was man, you'll not ſay but 
| there are elder brethren than he; your talk of 
darning and. cobling, rubbing and ſcrubbing, patch- 
ing and ſcouring the filthy rags of our beſt righte- 
ouſneſs, which the poor Diſſenters have been jeer'd 
out of, by them of the Church, as nauſeous cant; 
your aſſerting all our beſt performances to be pro- P. 45. 
vocations: theſe and many more ſuch I can pals 
over, and impute them to a weakneſs, which 
might conſiſt with an 4oneft mind. But I cannot 
be fo favourable to other inſtances, which bear 
the marks of Agen d . diſhoneſty, When you : inli- p. 28. 
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"uſe ſuch a way to prove it. 


. * 
. 1 


The Racovian Catechiſm and other writin 
expreſly own eternal puniſhments ; and Dr. Stil 
-tingfleet cites chem, as aſſerting, that God's vera- 
' city is conceru d in the execution of thoſe threatnings 
on the impenitent. But you make your Sociniar 
deny this, and charge him with believing no be] 
at all; and to make out your reproach, you moſt 
 unrighteouſly have put the very words of one of 
your Tyiniturians upon the Socinian. So. that 
ſhould ſuch men as you (and Mr. Edwards) 
hereafter happen to be credited, ſuch things will 
paſs for Sociniun ſayings, which either none of 
them did ſay, or at moſt did mo wore ſay than 
the Tyinitarians themſelves, Almoſt whole pages 
of Dr. Tillozſon's ſermon on hell-torments.. you 
"have clapt ſſily upon your Socinian, as if *twas 
originally from a Sbeinian ; and be, in diſtinction 
from others muſt be charg'd there with. I know 
not but ſome, both of one party and the other, 
may indeed approve that ſermon, and yet not 
at all deny: he/-torments, which is your inference 


- only. But is the Socinian therefore to be up- 


braided by a Trinitarian with” what words were 


originally the Triritarian's own; and with a doc- 


trine that they have ſo publicly contradicted, as 
o 


Thus again, you make your abusꝰd Socinian to 


lay, He can't think it Jawful to preach the Goſpel a- 
Lain the command of the civil government, with- 
out ſuch a commiſſion as the Apoſtles bad; when 
they are the words of a Trinitarian, at the head of 
a Trimitarian church. And tho I will not juſtify 
 'their practice, who after they have ſettled their 
judgments in that perſuaſſon of the divine unity, 
and have a fair opportunity given them, do yet 


Viant the zeal and courage ef 4 Chriſtian, fo 


confeſs 


tvate that the! Sazivians deny hell- torments, and 
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on the Satisfattion of Falun Chriſt. 
confeſs? 283th their mouths what they believe in dats. 
hearts, nay, dare practiſe contrary to their faith; 
who, in matters of moment, and in which 'the' 
honour of Chriſtianity is ſo highly concern'd, 
are for having their faith to themſelves,” in a ſenſe | 
the Apoſtle (tho ſpeaking of minute points om) Rom. l 1 
never ſeems to have intended; which only means, | 
we ſhould not uncharitably urge our opinions and 

little practices on others, not thai we ſhould net 
oun, or practiſe; nor impart our faick to the 
world: yet I may truly ſay this-w no Sociaiun 
principle, witneſs the ſevere ſufferings they have 
oft endur'd under Ti;nitarians, and ſometimes. 

at the ſtake, which «with, great — they 
have embrac' d, long ſince the Reformation. But 
bow do you prove this to be a Socinian tenet? 

Is it any other way than this, vi. becauſe 

you find a Trinitarian profeſſing it? and not 
lking it in him, you unrighteouſly father it on 
the Socinian, tho m_ e ſuch e ever to have 
been of that mind. 

Theſe are your _ frauds 5 becduſs you could 

not raiſe odium enough from their oπτ]n writings, 

you pick up any odious thing even out of the 
writings of their very oppoſers, and then make 
your Socinian to ſpeak it, and this without nami 

the author from whom you too the paſſage; 
(Tillolſon's ſermon on 7955. 24. 15.) that it might 

look as if it were taken out 2 Unitarian 
tract, which you pretend to be:confuting. Tou 
| might with ſome honeſty, and from-the ſame au- 
thority, have told the world; that the Socinians' 
| own three perſons. in one God, and the 2 
Deity of a derived San. This, Sy Ae Pals for 

your method with the Socinians. : 

Whether you intended to gur that Uluftrious: 

Archbiſhop: (whoſe noble parts, great integrity, 
and deer N render'd him one of the 
. 


- 


62 
|  - brighteſt ornaments of the church and age) by 
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telling the world he was a Socinian, tho . himſelf 
wrote againſt them; or intended rather to load 
the  Socintans. with. aber faults, it. matters not: 
for either way it is ſuch an unrighteous deliberate 


ander of your opighln, ſuch falſe has 7 


borne againſt 


him, that I hope for your own 
you. will not rely gn Chriſt's ſatisfaction for 5 
— 1 0 b pentance. I find indeed you 
profeſs not to „a. or fall by your ſincerity at the 
great day. But whatever this error may be in 


| ſpeculation, I beſcech you let's have no more 


practical inſtances of renouncing ſincerity, becauſe 


the world generally has ſome kindneſs left till for: 


that virtue. I think this is enough to ſink the 


credit of any n ſtories, which you. don't 


vouch by others. 
This would lead me to in the nent 
place, to your angry reproaches and ceaſing 


of the Unitarians; which I might attempt, by 


inquiring whether to be like the Mabometans 
or Jews, in their belief of the unity of God; or 
like to Pagass, in their multiplicity of divine 
zen. he moſt criminal? Whether you do well 
epreſenting the. Socinian, as being at a greater 


ti) ling 2 the reſt of the Chriſtian Church; 


than the Mahometans? | While theſe deny the 4- 
poftles creed in the very letter, deny that Chriſt 


is the Son ef God. on which the Socinians build 


their ſtrongeſt arguments; deny that ever Chriſt 


was crucify'd, dead or buy d, and that ever he 


role from ihe dead; who ſuperſede his laws (in 


ſubjection to which the very eſſenæ of a Chriſtian. 
lies, more than in right ſyſtems of faith) and 
receive another rule, another. Lord, another and 


a carnal hope; whereas the Unitarians agree 


with other Chriſtians in 1 theſe a many other. 
” gear points. | 


A 


As to your ratity of this Ae the Ms: : 


roco Ambaſſador, Fee not vrhat it amounts to, 
more than a complaint of the corruption of the 
Chriſtian faith in the article of one God, which 
the 1 have kept, by conſent of all ſides. 
Yet-foraſmuch as I can learn nothing from any 
Unitarians of any ſuch addreſs from them, nor 
do you produce any ſubſcribers names, I con- 
clude no ſuch addreſs was ever made by any de- 
puted from them, | whatever any fingle perfon 
might do. I ſuppoſe you conctude*from the mat - 
ter of i it, that it muſt be from ſome Unitarian, 
and perhaps ſo; yet you may remember, that ſo 
you concluded from the matter of Dr. Tillot/on's 
ſermons, that they were a Socinian's. Again, 
Can you juſtify your raſhneſs in ſaying, that 
Unitarians are not Chriſtians ? when to be a 
Chriſtian, is to on the authority and receive 
| the doctrine of Chriſt according to their beſt 


judgment, which one would think? a charmyß, 


as little as yours, might readily grant they do, 
who in their belief go againſt all temporal _ 
tives, and bear the heavy wrath of their per- 
ſecutors. Do they not worſhip the God of wi 
brabam, Tſaac and Jacob? the ſame: God that 


| the Apoſtles worſhip'd, who bond tbeir knees to Eph 3.14. 


the God and Father of our Lord Feſus' Chriſt. Nay, 
don't they worſhip the ſame God that our Lord 
Chriſt himſelf, our great pattern, worſhip'd! And 
are they not Cbriſtiant in their worſhip, who wor- 
| ſhip as Cbriſt himſelf did? I pray who are Chri- 


ſtians, if not theſe? Did he not ſay; a God and John 20. 


yours ? g. d. You muſt have and own the ſame 17. 
God with me; or, you and I have the ſame objet? 
of our faith and joy. Do you pretend to ſhew, 
| that ever Jeſus | Chriſt worſhip*d a Son, or Holy 
_ Ghoſt, ſhew it, and they will imitate him. In 
the mean time, if having Sjuſt che ſame God and- 
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abject of ſup reme. worſtiip, as the man Chri/t a 
had, — them no: Chriſtians, BY =—_ not 
any who claim the name of, e Chr ifan | 
upon the contrary ground. 
Again, Where have the! Unitarian erer kat 
Paganiſm is preferable. to the:Chriftian dot#rines S 
you aſſert in, your preface? Fwill eancerm you 
to ſhew, that you make ſome conſcience of What 
you write, by making that heavy charge good; 
if you cannot do it, I ſhall henceforth have tis 
| great opmion of ſuch monopolizers of Chriſtianity, 
= [I know. they; may have ſaid, that the dodtrine 
| =: 7; of the 7 rinity pf real per ſons; or minds in th& God: 
| bead, is likeitiie; Pagan plurality of Gods; and 
| | thin! you have ſhown” ſomething like it, n pro- 
Aaueing the teſtimony of Hrarbent to a 
—_—  !' But as this ia not pagani ſin in general, only in one 


. 
* 
5 * 


article neither is this preferring paganiſm to Chi. iſ * 

= ſtianity i this very one point; nor is it to: Chi. ſt 

| | ftianity,” but to what they deem corrupt impof. Wl . 

= tions, that they liken Paganiſm: in this point; 7 

and yet they oduhnt ſuch Trinitarians to be Chr. h 

ſtians, becauſe they have the me rule of Chriſt's F 

word with thetnſeſues; and tho they judge them Wl 2 

very much miſtaken in theſ® points, yer they 2 

think they» way hold inconfiftencies, and hope t 

the right part of the. inconſiſtency. prevails in j 

= . their practice and worſhip of one erernal He, &c. 0 

| if they act but ſincerely, according to the beſt of Wil , 

= — ee and mcg nere N they 8 
rofeſs. 

cd And 1 muſt: tell you, that the 40 grievous . 

| charge of Paganiſm and Fritheiſm upon'Trinita* Wi © 

rians is own'd and made good by other hands g 

than the Socinians. Some Trinitarians themſelves f 


have ingenuouſly own'd, that tis Pagani/m which 
ſome dignitaries: of the church have maintain'd 
under their doctrine of a Trinity of perſons, OY 

5 : „ 


* 


act ian of Fab . is. 


of 4 7 -itheiſm ain Dr. Sherlock, ). Sau yet there are 
not a few of that fame opinion, tho neither 55 
, hor the Church ever wt out. any. for 

15 afan Trubeiſin; but the Fi met have courtedSeeVol. 1. 
the men of three infinite minds, at the ſame timer. 23 
that they were violent ; againſt, an Unitarian. - Sa 
1 Pagen Tyitbeiſn is not fo ſtrange a thing 3e, 

them, WhO tive and. thrive « Aer upon t 
ove ence, Of the gab ifoment,, even in the ji ju 
1 80 more wary Trinitarians themfelves. And 


tho Dr. Sherlock thought they chade nonſenſe ol 


their oo who did "ot hol ' the three in oe 7 
minds s. ſo that either tl hey mi uſt b a8 muc 

gans as he, or bot Tin itarians; 
| now examine that oe defire th 
may not be Blant'd 


I 7 


| yet. 17 dt 
cinians 2 105 
| 11 50 Trinity: 
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for charging 
| ſome with Paganiſt anck that i, may not bo 
worſe at their hand than at oth 

This wilt lea me n Dig inquire 
| what force there i Is in your N of the 5 
tarians with their differences among themlclves,. 8 
and what reaſon 3 you have to boalt. of. the, Tweet, 
harmony of : nitariant. J Know. not one, 
ſect of Chriſtiau who. have not ſome differences 
among themſelves, . The Unitarians are ſome: 
of them more inclin⸗ d.to, Arranijn, and ſame. 
to. Socinianiſm, in their judgment concerning 
Jeſus Chrift ; yet that hinders+ not their mak-. 
ing. the» ſame. agcount of his preſent, dignity, 
whatever beginning: they. attribute to Him. All 
of them agree as unanimoully in. the 15 ator, 
what he is not, as Lutherans and Ce alpin, agree 
againſt Popery: and tho hey have ſpoken, Trhink 
confuledly, about Chriſt's divine worlhip qt L 
am ſatisſy d, Sociuus, himſelf, who was Zeal ous, 
for it, did not. mean, that ſupreme worſhip. was, 
to be paid to Chrift as. a diſtinct perſon from 
the Father in him. See Vindication of the worſhip Vol. I. 
of Chrift on Unitarian Fs But are _— the Tract 3 
3 rini- 


Pc r 
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ly a more notorious untruth never dropt from 


there are no do@rints, in whichallC -briftian churches 


they are in the 


from the Weſtern church 588 the point of the 
ro 
and they are alAhemettz d in the Abbanaſian creed, 


ceed from the Son at all, by any eternal proceſſion 


vidence for, when there 1 is no agreement, w whether 
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Miuitariaus i in a much worſe caſe here? for NY 


.your pen, t than what you conclude with, That 


are ſo much united, as in the Trinity, incarnation 
and ſatisfaftion of Crift. I am aftoniſh'd at ſuch 
confidence! Are not all Chriſtians as much agreed 
in the doctrine of Chriſt's crucifixion, reſurrettion, 
and . aſcenfion, in the doctrine of his coming to 
Judge tbe world, and that of eternal Ee, as a 
2 rinity and incarnation ? F Mn 
the time men pretended to ſettle their creeds in 
theſe points; I fay, from thenceforth. they had no- 
thing but wart, and to this day the Eaft remain 
divided from the Jet on the point of the perſonal 
union. And the Neftorians (who are granted to 
be of the ſame mind with the Socenians or Pboli. 
nians, by many Trinitarians ; fee the Examination 
of 1 be Biſhop of Sarum*s expoſition of the 2d article) 
are ſaid ro be more numerous than all the pro- 
teſtant churches. The Greek remains divided 


third perſon's proceeding Father and Son: 


in as much as they deny the Holy Spirit to 155 


See Smith's fate of the Greek church , and Seller's 
remarks on Athanaſius. 

Among them of our 000 Riu eftabli T1 
churches, how many ſorts of Trinities have been 
obſerv d? Let's ſee in one of them what ſweet 


harmony there is between Dr. Soutb's, and Dr. ( 
Sherlock's Trinity. There are numerous followers 10 
of both ſchemes, and they own one another for We 
Chriſtians, ſo far forth, as little as any foreign yo 
Socinians will own ſome Engliſh Unitarians. * Lic 
this your agreement, which you adore God's pro. bo 


it 


perſons be three infinite minds (i. e. Gods) or three 
modes: — Each ſide has 'own'd the. Unitariazs to be 

ore in the right than the other : One fide ſays 
pot three, modes is non enſe” as "well as hereſy; the 
| other fide accounts them Pagan "Tritheifts : ſee 
Preface. 40 Life of Valent, Gentilis. So that if 
one go to one church, he'll join with a no#tſenfical 
heretic, ſays one; if to A herz he Joins with 
a PaganT Tri: he N, Tays the other. *Tis not words 
and terms, but ſenſe. and conception that is a 


ing, as well as. "the ſame terms, there is not Bo - 
ſame faith, tho they all profeſs a Trinity of words. 
Different explications. make ſo mary different 
creeds.,, and, if the Tri inity be reveal d. in Scrip- 
ture To- plaioly,, then. Pray tell us which Trinity 
is ſo: for tis ſo plain, it ſeems, that one party 
ſays tisnot. the Tiitheiſts" Trinity of three minds; 
and the. « of er fays, us, not their Trinity of three 
modes, that the Senipture reveals : Bod the Uu. 
tarians are ſo complaiſane | as. to take both their 
words z and yet each Jide is angry that they Wil 
not come over to. their Party. "If it be a "Fonts: 
mental point, then one Party errs fundamentally, 

ſince me, are ſo contrary. to each ofher 'in their 
ſenſe, which you own is the faith :, ſo that there is 
10 eſcapin hereſy at this rate. Fltſt, try to con- 
vert your brethren in terms, and than” the Unita=' 
ng Will pot be diſtractec in their choice what 
ide to take, And in ſuch a woful diſtraced caſe 
oh where n 8 . could. be 118 5 85 
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it be one God or nee? or wi wh the this 


man's faith: ſo that unlefs there be the ſame mean- 


* 
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their bleſſed harmony herein, you did ill to tel 
it: but 1 know tis otherwiſe, 

| | Then comes the catholic church in all ages for 
| your opinion: This carries a brave ſound with it, 
| and all ſides adorn their diſcourſes with this 
flouriſh. It ſerves Papiſt, and Proteſtants, Greek 

and Latins, Dr. South and Dr. Sherlock, and none 

more juſtly than the deniers of the Sor*s eternl 
perſonality, and his equality to the Father, if you'll 

credit even their violent adverſary Mr. Jurieu, 

far as concerns the molt primitive church-writer, 

| Let. Paſt. Or Ante-Nicenes) who fully demonſtrates, that they 
Val. III. exprefly we thoſe two great points, till af/e- 

| ages mended their faith, This great and com- 
mon boaſt of the catholic church, tempts one tg 

put the queſtion, once afk'd our Saviour, con: 

cerning the woman that had feven huſbands, 

Whoſe foall fhe be, for they all had ber? The a. 

tholic church in all ages never agreed in any thing, 

if this be the chief inftance of their agreement; | 

am ſure they never agreed fince theſe controyer- 

fies begun, tho violence and art have not been 

wanting to make em unite, But here is the 

craft on*t; men mean that thoſe of their ary 

opinion emy are catholics, and then all catholic 
be ſure are of heir opinion: they have as narrow 
à notion of catholic church as the Papiſss have. 

All the great Aian councils, and Arian writers, 

and numerous Neftorien churches, and the ape 

when the whole Chriſtian world was Arjan, &c. 

muſt be thrown by as none of the cerbolic church; 

and then be ſure the ca/bolis church (viz. of the 

| Athanafians) is againſt the Usitariens : as tho any 

party cannot make the like ſport with their cotbv 

K chard ; for-I find it is a very uncertain thing, 

and that every ſide has their ſeveral catbolic church, 
when it comes to be examined. And how can it 
be otherwiſe? lince I dave ſeen with my own 25 | 
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— the apy that rep vera wha 
the truth ia, it is partly ona, partly Yrher; one 
of the tw] a Em. ai Churches hong af one 
fort, the other of the other fact, - Y 
catholic if I agree but with iy pre his — [- 
wn. ng * but nd un af a 
. Which, 


In Hort a . may: venture ta Ke FR of 
the cathatic - univerfal Church's conſont, bur 
then it ſhauld be only in the puipit,- (which-is 
the fafeſt place I know: of. ra ſpeak in, where 
none may contradict him) but you are too bold 
to. venture it ſrom the preſs at thus, time a-day, 
when the ſtate” of the Chriftiap world is too 
vell underſtood ſpr men to beckeated with pre- 
3 the catholic Church of all ages on any 

one 
Tou b . Unitarians ſuould not 
be tolerated, and ery out, Zet there is no 3 
tion; when as the fame time you know of an 
inſtance of ſeverity towards him, — pre- 
tend to: he their preacher, tho with many falſe 
arcumſtances. You ſay, 'be wes peu d out παẽ 
iy the Preſbyterians; as if he were the ware Uni- 
icy for what he has ſuffer'd for his principle, 
G2 = 


100 


wonder to be ſpew'd out by the -Preſbyterians, 


2 wer 70 My. Lellie- 


viz. for deming that God Almighty bad ever: * 


ther, or was any one's Son; or as if it was ſuch a 


Don't you: think they haue as weak a ſtomach 


as others, and that they have as ſpewing principles 


in their eatechiſm, of ftolerating uo falſe religion? 
Would you like your jure: divino epi ſcopacy ever 
the worſe, if any had been ſo unmannerly as 


wh tell you, that it had been: ſpew'd out, 


en by the: me na" in a ere vou have 
— of dine i r l e 


Lou ſay; the Arian: Anh ele tha 


uh Unitarians would perſecute, when in. their 


power. I ſee you can prove the Unitarians are no 
upſtart ſect when you pleaſe, ſince you charge 
them with crimes done r 300) years ago. I own 
the Arians were guilty of unchriſtian practices of 
this kind, even tho hiſtory: ſhould be 5 
have aggravated matters. But muſt none be u- 


lerated, whoſe opinions have been receiv?d by. 


fome perſecutors: ? What: will you then fay for 


your party? Beſides, WhO was A taught the Ai. 


ar to perſecute? Whatever Athanafie ug pretends, 

it is certain, the rſt ſeverity uſed by Chriſtians a- 
gainſt one another was in the baniſhing Arius and 

bis followers, ſays Bp. Burnet in his preface to 


Latan. Lives of perſecut. Fwas by an edict 


made capital, ſo much as to keep an Arian book; 
than which I know not of a more cruel edict by 
Lewis XIV. I know no Unitarian however but 


abhors that unchriſtian retaliation; for I truh 
think no better of a Chriſtian perſecutor chan I an 


of a chriſtian thief, or chriſtian murgerer, 1 : 
It is the inviolable unalienable right of a rea 


ſontble Being to worſhip and profeſs, according 


to his conſcience, ſo long as nothing is done to 
the injury of the commonwealth in its proper con- 


cernments. Have not the Unitarians a God and 
3 
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a conſcience, and an awful eternity to be con- 
cern'd for? Would you have them abandon 1 ] 
775 a p of God, or join in What they 
2 N Shall they *thruf kin pp al 
550 96 70 d (like you) as no Chriftians,” and. 
ſolemnly pronounce them everlaſtingly damm d: ? 
Muſt they be thruſt" out of the and 
yet not admitted to aſſemble themſelves? Or 
ſhall they be Pare and arraigned of monſtrous 
berefies,, and yet not have liberty to defend them- 
ſelves? Is: any thing more mean and pitiful than 
for a man to write againſt them with that licen- 
tious ſtrain that you have done, and then to ex- 
claim againſt ſuffering their books to appear in 
their own defence, as if you were io of 
N very great need of ſuch a refuge? 
Lam ſorry the nakedneſs of Ghaltians ſhould 
be thus expos'd : but as it is not poſſible ta be hid, 
ſoifone ſide will run down the other, and allow 
them no quarter, but defame, and perſecute; and 
damn, it muſt be expected they will retort ar- 
guments in their own defence. I viſh indeed 
more healing methods were taken, than by en- 
larging -creeds, and contracting cbarity; but I 
ſhall never expect good from any who have not 
an high eſteem for thoſe two cardinal virtues, 
n e een r . 


Lulee 6. 22. Bleſſed i are ye when men » foal hate 
ou, and when they ſhall ſeparate you from their 
company, and ſhall — you, and caſt out your 
name-as evil, for the Son of man's ſake. » Rejoice 
in that day, 'for behold" your reward is great in 
heaven, for in like manner Gd _ NE unto 
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| o %%% ; wwʒ: ˙ 
From bim vo 4 friend, wherein hir ſaugment it 
relation 10 the poi of redetnption by Chtiſt\ 
. death is very clearly. and fully enpreſt; it un 


r 5 


F Receiy'd yours. As to your queftibn, upon ub 
account our redemption and pardon wye aſcyind 
to 'Chrift*s death ? and bow this may de quid bo bt 
the pric: of them ? I think you :mnay-garker ny 
ſenſe of the matter from the Tract vonmmning 
the ſarivfattion. But however, to pe it ul 
clearly as I can, I add, That the terms price ant 
purchaſe, and the like, are but met | 
to ſignify that Chriſt's death and bloed were the 
toftly means uſed in order to our obtaming pa: 
don of OY meritoriou 
haſing # from God by an exadt equivnlem 
8 But yet we are ſaved and ranſomed and 
pardoned by his blood, as that was the higheſt 
inſtance of confurmate-whclzvinece even: ts the dbalh 
of the croſs. Phil. 2-8. With which the holy God 
was ſo pleaſed, that he exalted him to his right 
hand, and conſtituted aim the only advoone, 
thro? whoſe mediation he would grant pardon and 
other favours to repomting Girmers. his pardon 
is free in refpect of any ſtrict merit — "ris 
for his own ſake, Iſa. 43. 25. but in reſpect of 
the mediation interpoſed, tis for Chriſt's ſake allo. 
So that pardon is immediately obtained by Chriſt's 
| bs 3 5 : 2 1 1 pony, yntere 
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' interceſſion, which is, on that account, preferred 


to his dying, Rom. 8. 34. But then his interceſ- 
flon owes its prevalence to his obedience and 
death; tis for the ſake of this that God loves 
his Son and heats him always, and has given him 
ſtanding power to grant remiſſion of ſins, AFs g. 
31. 80 that 'tis his obedience ({q full of excel- 
ency, worth, and merit in ſome ſenſe) which is 

the ground of all we gain by his interceſſion. And 


| herein it appears, that the righteous. Lord loves 


righteouſneſs, by putting ſuch a mark of honour 
upon the moſt holy and faithful Jeſus, above all 
his brethren, as that their ſalvation ſhall be by 
his tranſaction 3 God will be merciful to men, but 
they ſhall ftand at ſome diſtance for their impu- 
rities; he only, in whom was no in, ſhall be 
held worthy of immediate approaches, under 


whom the reſt, who become meet by repentance, 


ſhall ſeek relief. In ſhort, tis 515 eee that 


obtains our pardon, and it is Bis obedience, his 


piety and virtue (ſhewed in his death eſpecially) 
that has recommended him to God as a beloved 


acceptable advocate. But they are more bold 


than wife, who dare ſay; men muſt have periſh'd 


if Chriſt had not died, as if they were ſure God 
could 'not have taken any other way to ſhew 


mercy. The Scripture ſays not ſo, nor any but 


very raſh men. As to Dr. Outram's vicariam 
pænam, and naſtro loco, it is certainly true, that he 


who dies, any way, for this end to ſave another 


from dying, does die in his ſtead *. Chriſt did 

this, he died and endured with this deſign, that 
ve might be brought to repentance, and be ſaved 
88 2 * | | „ — 8 5 
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Hs dhe Mer arb nt intention to ts that lenefit to anp- | 

tber, as to ſawvehin from death, doth certainly to all intents and 

9 — die in his place and ſtead. Tillot. Serm 47. p. 580. 
. edit. | | 
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from wrath to come, tho not from tempatal 
death. The words ſacrificium and victima are 
applicable to any ſeryice offered to God, Rom. 
12. 1. eſpecially where life itſelf is expended in 
the ſervice. But then ſay you, Why does St. 
Paul imply, that it might not be ſaid of any other 
Saint, that he was crucified for us? 1 Cor. 1. 14. 
1 anſwer, That none could, none by ſuffering be 
our propitiation as Chriſt was, becauſe none but he 
was a lamb without ſpot ; none but he was fitted 
to obtain the honour of being exalted to God's 
right hand, as mediator ; all beſides were ſinners, 
had the ſcars of fin on them, and deſerved death 
for their own faults ; his death was-pure obe- 
dience, and he alone was appointed,,. as, moſt 
_ wotthy and excellent, to be partaker of that ho- 
nour and office. Him had the Father ſealed, and 
worthy is the lamb that was ſlain, &c. and in him 
it pleaſed. the Father that all fulneſs ſhould dwell, 
Col. 1. 19. And yet I obſerve, that tho St. Paul 
denies he was crucified for the Corinthians (that is, 
as Chriſt was, or for the ſame ends) yet he ſays, 
he did /uffer for the church, Col. 1. 24. Tis the 
ſame word (Une, or for you) in both texts. 
I no where find in the Scripture, that God in- 
tended to ſhew his hatred to fin or ſinners, or his 
ſeverity and vengeance, by Chriſt's dying; but 
only his great love and mercy to us: and yet by 
conſequence, we may infer his diſpleaſure at ſin, 
in that he will not pardon it but by the interpo- 
ſing of one, who by great trials and acceptable 
obedience to perfection has recommended him- 
ſelf to his ſpecial favour. I take it, that the com- 
mon miſtake is grounded on this, that men 
judge, it was the very pain and ſmart, and tor- 
menting miſery of death, that did it ſelf. oblige 
God, as by a cruel puniſhment, which the text 
5 = 2 97-700 Ms Toy -n0 


on the Satiefatlion of Fejus Chrip. 


no where warrants, nor ſeems it to agree with 


divine goodneſs at all; no, it was the obedience 


and virtue exerciſed under | it, when it befel him 
in his Father's buſineſs, which was ſo grateful to 
God, and for which he has this diſtinguiſhing 


honour, that all favours ſhall paſs thro him to 


the reſt of his brethren ; ſo that what he has done 
was not by bearing God's vengeance, but by me- 


riting his love and approbation. Our reliance on 


Chriſt is a perſuaſion of his being an acceptable 
advocate with God, by reaſon of his holy obedi- 
ence to death, and a confidence in him, that we 
ſhall obtain the benefits of his interceſſion, and 


power to ſave us, if P walk in PO obedience 
to his goſpel. 
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That TEXT, 1 Joun v. 7 | Thers 
are Three that bear record i in a &c. 


Containing an account of Dr. Mills evi- 
dences from antiquity for- and againſt its 


being genuine. With an Exammation of 


his judgment thereupon. 
Humbly adareſ#d to both Houſes of Carvecation 


With a Poſtſcript in anſwer to the excuſes offer'd to 
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nuſcripts. 
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II. 25 1h in NR in 3 
Il. Ti bat 5 it is not cited by the an F athers, 
*CHIATE, 28 19 


The 8 offered in fore? of the text. 


I. Noe from any. ſuppoſe; ther Aria f 
5 282 — 7775 e pretendes 


ace fl] erm 10 the canamtalR Riser. 
1. From Greek writers Lt ufer ip copies, 


from verſions; Land from "the Latin Fathers 
Tertullian and Cyprian. © 21149 
VVV 
The inſu Hare of (hb. arguments Iraight, vii fog, 


2 _ | 
17 % to h pretended Greek Thank Au; "the 


Britiſh COPY, . of the. {Complutenſian edi- 
tion, and Robert Stephens's. 


II. 45.70 the Latin eriters llian, Cyprian; 
and Victor Vitenſis. AN . YP in 


III. As to the anſwers given 2 125 te je ons 
- againſt the text. 
CHAP. IV. 


The 'addreſs to both:houſes of convocation. 


POSTSCRIPT. 
An anſwer to ſome excuſes offer d to tate of the 
the farce of this adareſs. 


en y 


. {3 i | . ; 
8 S A S \ g 4 # - £ . - * 0 4 


7 
< 


X 
5 


* 

1 

. E * 3 
* 1 by g 5 E 


* And to the Reveren end 


* 


8 


ns © Dram. _ 
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Ar Free into the original 


Authortty of that OM. 
1 John cap. 5. ver. 7. 


The INTROD br ro 


Ti is poſſible the laborious inane of n many 
3 critics, who, with great 
| 4 and accuracy, have ſifted. and, * 

clalte authors, ſome of em of no 1 moment, 


diverſions 
lince, WE 


3-new with their croendarions and corrections, in 


dies, it is off of ſo little uſe or conſequence to 
the world, that it is well if their painful fhadj 


tſcape the cenſure of being, a. eee | 


time. 

But when learned and judicious men do, with 
' frriouſnels and humble reverence, - apply. their 
induſtry. and ſagacity to cxamine the far more 
important writings that are to guide us in. t 
way of ſalvation; when they ſhall diſcover 8 
interpolation 8; additions, the errors or Py 
fects, which zbeſe, as well as other writings, 
by oft 888 may in ſo long a tract of 


.the 


* * * 
| Po N 
n . ö—kũ 7 — —— — dy 1 cn - 


may be eſtcem'd by ee 2 as 1 15 
3 E. their — 
reſtoring their old, or giving them new beau: 


E 1 


time 


* 


1 a e into the 

time have been liable to; when, by diligent = 
Comparing antient manuſcripts and verſions, and 0 
tis frequent citations of the text in the primitiye A 
(Chriſtian writers, they become able to inform us; 5 
_ femainly what is e and genuine, and _ di 
not, in any part of the Bible, more eſpeciall | or 
where ſome matter of great moment is oc, be 
their learned induſtry is then ure to be \ well m 
etpploy d, and, will bo recompenſed not only. with ec 
the applauſes of the curious, but the thanks, and u 
which is more, the real edification:and ſatisfaction i 
of the ſerious inquirers after truth; who greatly af 
deſire to know what God would have * em believe is 
and do, to have the chaff: ſeparated from the n 
2vheat; and the rc d yaa, the fincere unadulte- 0 
rated milk of the word, for their irt! grow d 
5 0 
The — e! ah to che ſacr 0 
| VPritings requires ns to keep that precibus We r 
| ppi as pure as poſſible, and free from all hu- V 
man ſpurious dies. Why then ſhould che p 
earned critics exhauſt all their learning, read: WI 1 
ing; and diſcerning: kill, Sho. the trifles' of i a 
witty or wanton * or a fabylotis and remote j 
« orian,” and olly neglect to make as ſevere t 

inquiry into the holy Scriptures, in Which ate 
hk words of eternal ie, in order to diſcover ll 1 
what is the gentine text among the various 5 
readings of different copies, that we may built 
our faith upon it with the. greateſt certainty we Wil | 
| can attain to? ꝛ 0 
| Bp. Hare. I know a late ingenious author of the 2 t 
kulties and diſtouragements, ' which attend the Aach 4 


f the Scriptures, has pointed at the worldly dif 
couragements, which, he judges, have tempted 
our cautious critics to turn their ſtudies another 
way. I wiſh him ſuecefs in his addrefs to il 
have theſe hindrances remov'd, that it may be | 
5 | Eh: as 


0 * 8 „ | bens  S f 


Autburigr o o S. 7. 
os ſafe, where it is more ant, tc do juſtice 
to the writings of Us 
ret en 

The very 8 hann Pr An hos 
done'tnuch br one tiati; in his celebrated Jabours 
on the New T. eltament; which, Whatever: may 
be wanting, will Gag, Rand "2s © laſting mond. 
ment of his praiſe-worthy' Zeal and wett:employ- 


ed abilities. A Vasen at what he has done 


25 oũe ſingle ve I am now to'produte: And 


'2 full and imparttal confideration it ſſiall 


appear 1 215 your unbiaſꝰd judgmenka, that there 
is  bondahy evidence” of à ſpurious: addition; 
may J not juſtliy hope that the rulers and puiges 
of the ehuteh, be der better Judge of ſuch evi. 


dences' than the unſesrned can, Wilk yield their 


conſcientious compliance, ande not render ſueli 


commendable inquiries fruitleſs hy vefuſing 26 
receive the truth, and to rectify our books, 
when the true realling d 5 found? Elſe to what pur- 


poſe do men in ute how it was in the beginning, 
if we reſolde not to return to it? br to Tearch 


after the Tight, if we will ſtill adhere to What 


is wrong, and will rather” mamtaim cuſtom than 
truth? 12 2 ann * ar * Gr re 


„This is a 1 ſhall fiqye- lone wake to: inſiſt 
upon, and for the ſake of truth to preſs upon 


your. Ships and.che Clergy; when I ſhall have 


=; it ap been om his Diſſer tation on 1 Tb 


7- fas the Doctor h himſelf has oyerthromn the 
8 that text To the evidence he has given. 


that it is not original and genuine, © <a * 


. WG 48} 


:: tn order to manifeſt. this, I ſhall, 
1. In the r place (for the lake TY is 


kene himſelf « aFErcome Keg ik. n $26 


10 74 


who. need more information) lay down the ſum 


of that evidence, which the Docter has produced 
Vol. II. | HB 10 


/ 


31g 
mportant, 
Apoſtles, 48 0f any ocher 


114 


Father, the Word, and the Spirit; and theſe thru 
ant den Sclrather theſs, yards. in che french 


pinie and ubeſd thee. g 


ſo the context 18 


Ae depp see . N 


Gee theſe. words:in;; the ferengh verſe, 


There ers three that bear Tacord in beawen,, the 


verſe, In heaver,:; tht Hather, the Word, and il 
wes Aud, (ver. 8, 
there: area ra that bear witneſ5 in £arth,. mere 
not in the riginal, text, but e een. | 
latet re ichen juſt author 0 
2, Lfhalb put dawn whaths hadro-offr onde 


1 enher Kas for eſtabliſnisg che authority of thek 

words, and pen which be: has determin'd; in fa 
your of theincheing original and genuine. 

3. I hall hew the J 


y-which he endeavours to-f1 pert. the. authoriy 
this text : that ſo it maybe judge d whether.he 
had juſu reaſon, to Nr r i 


we to abicle by 1 11. 31 44 gha nie 1 
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Is not e e Fathers, 
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Shaft lay down the ev cbees proddbed it 
che 1 5 Orb , , as not having be 

originally" in St. Fonds e R. Only let me 
Nerve,” fa the text 10 and cbntext, have no 


thternal evitedce, to Perſüade us tllat the word 


are genuine? for as theſes words chemſulves de 


not to be match*d wich any in the whole Bible, 
plete withone dem, and 14 


ther more ſmooth and ay The three following 
vitnieſtes having been y N ken of 


2 34 I 
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on for the Ide 1 * e 9 any; 00. bo 

9 jon for t e 1 e to ſal 

15 Nor was it Ii 850 ' the Spirit 19 00 de pfödü ic 6. „ 

by anger. witneſs on earth, Weds d. been! _ 
In red before among the w wien ES 1 


ech RP 7 ne” TY 
wr 37 no more an. inhabitant; of art, wa 
ather and art were ; WI „ 
d 35 ata gave theif 4 not Fly ver 


hut on earth, "the acer Nate 
NE: Pope "tat SN abitant 2508 tb bh 


its 

ei id "nat re ckoned a g the 

N 100 pa . h the ee alt 
7 in the rh tfer 


1 1 * y 
p d give tyo, nes bor oe M he” ae SJ 
ard? bh «. 44 i 3 
"Bat ſince the Dor s inquiry. Wo oy a | 
er external . evidence 33 from authorities andt 15 7 


ie, is ſhall be.my preſent bulinels tg Senne 
And here ii aſt be erer that wat has 
lone juſtice ; To that very little m ie f W 
In the caſe, 153 is 2 ſubject. whi ch" BA be been lotig | 
nd often , EXAM ind with 5 from.” "the 
going of te rſoinion, e 
ſtrated Aby the great 1: gary 9 the late Fate 
and laborious critic, F ather 1108, K us, critical 
tary of the New Tefament, chap. 18, Dr. Mts 
num Was not To much. to ſearch for Evid er ces, 5 
to collect, with no ſmall pains, . "What, had, 
ven offer ; and to \Pieſent it in one 8 and 
h 5 

75 evidences aretaked, ( L. 15 Fach antient 
Greek 1750 cript copies. 129 The antiènt Ve. W 
n. (z.) The writings of the antient Cbriſtian 
albers. . indeed Nunicher ſhould we go co 
H 2 learn 


"2 5 


X26 4 Inquiry into U 


Sect. I. 
Greek 


Proleg. 
P. 143, 
144. 


P. 108. 


learn OY was in the Apoſtles writings, but ty 
the oldeſt copies of tho writings, (which ar 
loſt or confintd themſelves) and 22 ident Re 
ſions made from them, and to the old Chriftia 
writers who have quoted and tranſerib'd by, 
much. of thety. 1 into their own books? 


Let W ear. how many antient my 
Gretk copies are without this text. The Do 
tor tells us, in his notes on the words, Tha 
tis certain all theſe words, in heaven, the N. 
ther, Word, and holy Spirit, and theſe "brit an 
One; and there are Three that bear witneſs i 
earth, are wanting in moſt copies. Then he env 
merates emp 7 910 7. in is e 

amous 


r * 


years, 1 5 by ; the moſt antien} copy in the wo 
which moſt exattly e the briginal. 

Next comes the famous Vaticän copy, - which 
he extols much after the ſame manner, as of yer 
great credit, and above twelve hundred yea 
eld; by which, according to Pope Leos orde, 


the Complutenjian edition was to be made. Tx 


enough to ſhake the credit of this text with il 
impartial men, that tis wanting in theſe u 
the moſt valuable and antient copies we kn dd 
in the world. Vet beſides this, the Doctor giv gun 
a long roll of the other very valuable manu 55 
Greek Copies, in the moſt famous libraries of 
learned, and of our two univerfities, and of the 
French "king, (where Father Simon made a Ly 
gent ſearch, and ſays, he found not one that ha 


 thiſe words, of all the ſeven which he view, 


Crit. Eift. 
ts. 18. 


nor of the five manuſcripts of Mr. Colbert, tho 


ſome of Wee be of later date) 5 alſo two'at Bofi | 


ou 


„ 2 0 - ww 2 


„ „ 
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ont at Venice, and many more. \N : theſe want 
this Text, tho in ſome of the later Manuſcripts 
there are in the margin ſhort notes, by. Fray of 
gloſs or comment, over againſt the ſpirit, the wa- 
ter, and the blood; applying zheſe to the *ather, 
7 and Spirit, according to an antient myſtical 

erpretation, of which hereafter, And from the 

in Father Simon judges theſe wards did after- 

nogi flide mo. the text, which. are in our e- 
venb verſe, Which is a very natural and coy 
acoount, and the only way by which, Dr. Ms 
himſelf accounts for ſo many other interpolations, | 
in his notes and his Prolegomena.. : 
And whereas Dr. Mill once thought Robert 1 
Stephens had found the words in eight manu- - 
ſcripts, (becauſe out of fifteen copies which, he 
had, he mentions but. even as wanting this verſe ; 
whence the Doctor ſlipt into the common miſ- 
take, and took it for granted that the other eight 
Ml, had it) he found upon examination that ithoſe _ 
iht copies of Stephens had not St. Fobn's epi- Proleg; © 
ate in them; fo that all, which had the ile, 5. 117. 
of wanted bis verſe. Wi ts 
an To theſe of Dr. Il, the learned Dr.  Kufter 
e adds one authority more from the Codex Seide- 
baut, brought out of Greece, and about 700 
al 
0 
of 
7e 
| 


years old . So that I think I may ſay, in one 
ward, all the Greek manuſcripts, which are. 
found, do agree in rejecting W * , | 
conſideration, CN ee ee ns 


H# > 3 
, 1 * 


* 


n. confiders tha! antient ver/rons of b the Nen 

he Teſtament. Theſe were made for the uſe of 4 AN; 

f- 1 7 N ople, as in early times were converted to 
brilian religion, but did not underſtand he 

d, Gt language, i in which the New Teſtament 

ho H I -- Ip Was 


fly . ts bizodition of Dr, Mitts Teſt. Rotenlam 1710. dh. 
1 ir what LT make uſe of. T. E. 
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P 141. 


7.152. 
P. 128. 


Bp. Bur- 
nets Let- 
ters Let I. 


towards 


| the end. 


the ſame hand. 


Crit. Hiſt. 


4. 


in the Frſt co pies; who. adds alſo one very old 


— 


An du ae dle 


Was wiittes Io for tl jeir benefit, it was ran 
de 


into thelr © n Janguagy "The mn moſt an 0 ” 
theſe” ver ns. Hrs the © Sia, Coptic, Eibig 1 2 
Arabic, . all. w! ich, "With. the Ruff, n 


haye or the take 110 that” en, theſe. verfion 
were made, "there v 97 > rb ine in the. Gu 


copſes or gina, frog Ws, they were mich 
54 7 18818 8 1 

Ol th Tai ver Ian the! 5255 i cert 

this verſe avas + N 1 "ty 5 jk partie Lati 


copies, excep WC Africa, rut "tau 
| Cypriap S Fe * Which. excep ion is a mere 
ſup poſitioſ 'gto! Gage on F ee (as, I. ſhit 
FR that lon and elpecially C rien, had 
cited theſe words in their books, 

The antient Tralic verſion, he. ſays, Was mal 
near to.the A. les lime, from 1 ' tbe 55 copies. of 
the Coptic, that it was from one the beſt anf 

earlieff. Of the $ ITIGc, that the” earned age 
it was made in the Very "ext. Age to tbe ol let, 
He tells us moreover, that o n the Latin ms 
nuſeripts t Bail, Zurich, "Sh ragburgh, (890 Or 
900 years'\o}d), and two others, Duo Donatianic, 
want theſe Words: : That tlie words bo weber yi 
inſerted in the bottom of the page in oe 
nother hand; and! in the in of another 


Dep, — en, 


„ oe „% wi wank Sy, 


Father Simon pied chat in, PTY later' c0- 
Pics of St. Ferom's bib E. Where theſe marginal 
notes are found, the Oder of the wards, and 
the three witneſſes a are various arid diverſe ; which 


2 8 


he takes to be a good proof that they were not 


Freuc veto of a thouſand years, which Has! not 
the words. 

I need but mention ch he  Grft editions of the 

New *Exfftatngnt, corrected by the manuel 

— TY 54 4 Copies 

b Cerrom eſt hunc verſi ** abfuiſſe L vetuſtiſimis Codr 

Cib.s Latipis omnibus, — 20093 1G 7. 140, 


Audborich of i Sams: i 7. 5 10 - 
copies, about the beginning of the - reformation; 
vis by: Eraſmus, Alda, Colinaus; printecꝭ in di- 
vers places, which heoowns:hadi natiutbzs verſes; 
nor bee n ka rs are of 
no-authority . beyond; tlie: manuſorip copies, by 
which they ght be direcbed: hichl it oy "I 
did then want his? vg btherwiſe they durſt 
not have left it out, in prejudice: to ae | 
opinion of the church, and in contra n to 
newer e at chat me Fa K A 1 wy 
1 * 3 * Sl 17 2 114 #; # 3: 1 1 
Ho extangines! cho wiitngs s (of che primitive I CT. II 
Chriſtians or \#athers © 1 as theſe; very Prinitive 
frequently cite the ſacred ritings om all accafions, ink, Father 8 
and had ſuch frequent and | \ocrallons to 
ſpealt of the Zrinizy, and of the pirit; it 
may well: be concluded; ſuch a textp:0f->dingular FE 
importanee, and ſo exceeding! pertihentito:their - 
deſign, and where 5 aber levi tb a 
ply the want of it fully or ditectiy in the hdle 
*LNew Teſtament, could Sage forgotten: by 
15 all of them, and atoull: Times, ifs ad been 
a known by them. 'Amd:ihere, :: „ mid 35 
„9, He makes inquiry among the Greek Fa- 
b WI thers, to ſee if he can hear of bib EH among 
them,” who were moſt likely to haue ſeen the 
„authentic originals of the cKpoſtles, and needed 
a not a verſion imo anbthet language. Off theſe 
be gives- chis melancholy: abcounty Neminem 
aum, 826; That not on Greek writef frum the 
beginning of Cbriſtianity vv St. Jerom time about 
i i 400 years) bas ever attel ri verſe.) *Andeadds, | 
; 'Tis certain it has bean wuming in the Greek api bug. 33 = 
very near from tbe Apdſie's writing thivepiſtle. 58 5% ”- 
And therefore wonders at the authoribbitherpre- ot 
face to the tanonical-epifties, in the Latin bibles, RED 
which paſſes under the name of St. Ferom, for 
| laying this verſe was in all the e copies: 


bee eee eee 0:3whert 
| 4 "a 
* 


5 


| Theodor, 
6 2. * 


ro Au Hain vito tb 


| dang but not the words in diſ pute. 7 


whereas; ſays the Doctor, nat one uf the anlieny 
had i dver:ibeard-axword of it. For which) ant 
cher reaſons,': he-juſthp; Concludes, 15 0a N 


eritici, that: that ee St. 
xt Nat, coruent wichtrheſe generals, \ js 
the culdy [moſt .&minent Greek e 


t noſe who were moſt likely to have producid il 
text, if they had known: of, it, Who yet nern 
mention it. 1 i 2 4 It 3 10 f Ft? 


1. Not Jreneus, I. 3. c 18. who $0:prove the 
de.ty of Chriſt cites this fir epiſtle of Jahn 


more than once) nay, he cites this ub cbapin, 
And yet ſays nothing of thisverſe IG "a 
-- fo appoſiteto:his-defign; | {2 4 


i} Not Clement Alerandrinus. Trier | 
3. Not Dionyfus Alex. or the epifile, yode 


bis name, to. Paul of Samoſata, almoſt wholly 


about the Trinity, and- the Deity of Chriſt; ii 
Which the rig bib verſe is cited, and the three o 
ther witneſſes, the) ſpirit, the water, oy the 

4. Not Aibanaſius himſelf, who had, bis wits 
above him, and as much at work in theſe mat. 


ters as any man; in whoſe genuine works (more 
to be regarded ſurely than the /purious books 
falſly attributed to him for the other, ſide) even 
prone which he: labours to prove the Trinity, 


and Deity of Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, by al 
the texts he could think proper, we find no men- 


tion of this great text, as he . muſt have deemed 


So that. the Doctor again con feſſes, he knows 


: 7 pots of one Greet Father before the time of the 
A Nicone Council, who ever cited it. 


g. Not the Fathers of the council of 3 in 
thy ſynodical epiſtle ; in Which, for proof of a 
1 of N 1 e _ 1 


. 
0 FE 


120 * pe quo nem6 veterum * wk if 


Aurhorizy of i Jehν 5. 7. e 

John 10. 30 but not theſe words, T an 
-the Murd, and che Spirit; and theſe three are 
en which. fad been much mote fit tocheit pur- 
They needed not twice have cited, >Ady 

Haber and ure nur, which yet did not include the 

Spirit at all: the once urging this-paſſage,, Theſe 

Three are One, would have been mor for their pur- 
poſe than a hurided r ions of that other text. 
Certainly all thoſe Fathers, who tame from ſb 
many ſeveral quarters out of Aa. Africa, and 
Lurope, as the preamble of thę ep 2 x 
could not be ignorant of this text Which they ſo 8 
much wanted, if there had been any W 
of it in 2 art of the Chriſtian World. 
10 6. Not Epiphanius, e 
der texts," alledged againſt the Kriant and Fe 
ll tomachi quite omits 
il 5 . Not Bell, in his bock ba dh Hay Gboſ, 
0 whom he had a mind to join with the Father | 


ie BY and Son in the doxology,. but was kept l nw 
7 by ſuch as watched his words: - SE OY 
Its 8. Not Alexander, Biſhop & fy Ras ag + 


l. mong the many texts for the unity of the Father | 
re and Son, in his epiſtle. Weodor. I. 1. c. 4. 


21 


ks 9. Not Miſen, in his thirteen books Againſt 
n Eunomius, of the Wie and: ny of the Holy 
Ys Spirit. CT PIC eee 
20. Not  Nazianzen, in Ms oration againſt 


* Arians, or in his fifth oration de Theologia; where, 
d to prove the Spirit to be God, he alcdges: the 
o words, but not theſe.. © - 

c on gpl 11. Not Didyms, in bis. book of the, Hol 


oy Not C om, on the fame ſubject. © | 
13. Not Crop Alexandria, tho he cites as 
yerles: before and' after to tar £> of 
Pirit; ; Theſauri 4 {a8 5 1 
e 1 Nat 


rr 


2 


8 


3  Fiudep ui im elia 
„„ the afuwhot off tbeανj,ꝭonn the faith, 
among Fun. u worksy. who ended 4 vours 
$07 proveorhe Narben, — rgng to has of 
She . kſſence dm their being jnined together in 
Mun. 79. ee m , 2 850 
My. far d purpoſe; 31411 930 913 „ [is 1 | 
ii Not G 60 bluaw AO r 
Ahe Not Procies,” chohotl-of leut pon 
gave becaſſon . Noch Ils vis; 
Le NW cane Fathers themſklves, wenn. 
$3:fotÞ Leontizes:cbiftiope of Can 
ing, in ccheir pra nies argumems 
— * philofopher who oppbſod the 
of the Mok Spit! among bother terts inſiſted 
n che worde immediately g Vz. It is 
bb HRirlr thuraiznefeth, becauſe be put it 
| {14663 but omits his verde. imo 2h oa 
elt let ts ald what Da Hindbtnres, That 
a8 nh Greek Dather, for fue hundeed years, quoted 
"tits paſſage, ot] . of hem, vi. Dicht of 
Alexandria in the foi century, and Qecumenids 
in the eleventh," Parr written commentaries up- 
dn 11 epiſtie bf St. Fobn, and yet mention nt 
ibis K 2 be thy 5s he, Proves bat either ithy 
Je not btb ita not Believe it yo! h gennine.#, 
oT hes far then the way is clear theo the antient 
reg writers for ſo many hundred L . 5: even 


Nn * Of HOO affer' = 157 roche 0 e Poe 


1 Mes F, W 1G Heil ett i xr 
21 28 Dalla 2 bou 5 Wy 9 71g TY jig 05 
addy, For the Latin Fathers the Dede grun 
Ant neicher theduthor" e rag 26 be by 
tiſm 55 beretics, among C Na 8 works, (th 

Sint 907 0 105 3 * 7 
21 \> Bis. nee 4.1. 10 20 
be, e omnino codicem eocleſiis in 


ſſe credo, cr, ni qi ad miitilatos 85258 ; 


CD ab l Ate typi ſeriptu-a wel 


Dig 5 


9 — Ss =, , © i .a 


enge T JohN N 


Wpnnan, nor Mu Fig % 
Pbæbadius, have cer cited 2 words : : Nor 


, Ambroſe, who al baſe o 


nor 7erom, nor 


waulck hve. the e, den, and 
h ſignify p he .07 
woe 120d a, in t ch the 2ex? 8 
10 ne l fame no the 


L Mims nor Farnmnd, 
alis, nor Beue, Kin the eighth century) ., 


his; mment o this epiſtie expaund the ee 


other witneſſes, buy Wh this | /evextÞ , e Tho 


ſoon after his time, t 


bibles, began io Haug jt common : ; Fhich. {ſs N 
much, difpute. 


The reader muſt ; note; chat all "thebs 


dere ſides; 
#, who yet 


rdus Hermid he, who" ſo. 
cites the eighth verſe: Nor Junilius, nor re-. 


13375 
1 the ver both befg ar 206, af alter W 


Doctor ſays, the We ern 


writers are here produced, not merely 25 nor 5 


mentioning /e re, (or th Sheater 
anibr rig br n_bro ak M but fur 
jects. as Ion. 


y treate of fro 0 ig, fuck. 
| git rhe affiftance of bis te, and, ep 
f the co Pa be next verſes... And deren 


5 H others Al ght omit it, as pox, haying 
cafion to edge lt. yet, * 1 55 


have omitted it on. any, ath er 


Thar they had it ro not 1 in their 2 1 the Dat, | 


tor uftly % abave. 20 20 9 . 

Row methin here | is a prett "large flock, 

| evidence, and Cy much as one, Gan. wi I require 

for 4 negative, to ſhew that, his Hefe, 
originally any part 'of the New. Te A 

one had need ave very direct and 


as to heſitate in the 


: 


emptory. 
| teſtimonies to the c C0 trary, to M p much 855 
"that red... (EY be great, 


weight, to cauſe. an equilibrium, and m ach 
racer to türn V 2 ales, agd.. We bm, 


termine 


5 
74506 - 
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* 


il 


— e 3 
. ef ai * 
0 * 


II. 3 n a 
3 gm Verſons and yp Ba the Latin 


"Fathers, Tertullian and Cyprian. TY 


R 


Shall holy eder what Dr. Mill has A 
for ſuperior evidence on the other ſide, to 


RY tbis "verſe genie, againſt all that has been 


And ben He has a hard taſt dead to undo 


all that had hitherto been done, and to pror 


this tert authentic, againſt all theſe Pen els 
Greek copies, all the old verfons, all the befo 
mention 'd primitive writers, both Greeks and 15 
fins, down to the eighth century 3 Who all that 


while knew nothing of it. 


No doubt it would be a grateful ſervice to 


the Church, of which he was a wotthy member, 
if he could juftify her putting, it into her Bible-as 


current Seri Nr” tho that has been but of late) 


and could 112 port the credit of a tert, on which 
principally e important branches of her creed 
and public offices ſeem to be founded. Here iz 

Ty deal fo excite one to try what can bi 
ſaid, by à kind friend, in the caſe; who was 


: unwilling to leave the matter fairly ſtated on 
both ſides, without giving it the weight of his 


own  judgtent on oe fide, which no doubt had 
otherwiſe. 


Au 1 of * J ond. 5. 


otherwiſe, been thought to be for aha LHR, bo 
Tis well known how many are 12 to regard a 1 
Kang author's own opinion to ex- 
amine his 'premiles, | or Lech higarguments * 
what has he to n cauße * 
1 the of place," rout ey what « ruments Sect. I. 
he refuſes to make ule of: eſpecially. two, which | 
have been often urged. by others thro? miſtake, 
or want of Judgment, or e Prejudice. 
1. That the ian have r 4 2d this text out 
of the bible, becauſe ic thwarted their opinion. 
This paſſes for current among the people, and 
is taught em by their expolitors, even by Dr. 
Hammond, and many other leſs judicious com- 
mentators, But the learned Dr. Mill rejects the 
iſpicion of this with indignation and ſcorn: 
for * bvw/bould the Arians, ſays he, put out the. 
words, which were out already, 1 50 year's before 
Arius | was born? And he ſays, that Ambroſe, 
who,- alone of the antients, objetred this, in rela-. 
tion o another tet, John 3. 6. (not the text in 
diſpute) was under a miſtate : as he ſhews in. his 
notes on that „ -- 
Nor will the Doctor ſuſpe& any. of the 9 
fic Heretics in former times; whom their op- __ . 
poſers accuſed. indeed of 5 new goſpels «+ 
but not of corrupting the od: only Marcion was. 5 
charg'd with interpolating the goſpels and t. 
Paul's epiſtles, but not the Catholie epiſiles. 1 1 
Nor could they corrupt the copies in other Chri- 4 
ſtians hands, nor yet thoſe in their o, without 
being ſoon diſcovered. Thus the Doctor clears 
the heretics, as being without juſt cauſe ſuſ- 
pected in _ matter: 1 N think any heretic 
corrupted 


* Qui enim is cam 2388 ſablata 8 contextu 
* 150 annis antequam Arius naiceretur? 


fd NL 1 * 
An Diu tr zu . 


Whapted de an in ahn halt, mach de 7h . 


$ 
A * o«@& 


famous mung of Ft. n 


57, He weh refed the” aas ee 


wa ünd 


pteface to twee erde epiltles, 
of St. _—_ get . 
: Dn; retends that all the Greek copies 

* FX that the OT d 5 
tr ithfully id Gtnitting it. And tho even the 
_ Latin bibles, which had this: preface, ae © 
verſe after the complaint made, (which ſhow 
that the preface and the verſion. A not 1 K. 
fatne author) yet this gave great trouble 


rafmus (and others) how to e this 9 5 


elan evidences of the contfary : He was W. 
fired the verſe had Hot been i in the Greek cop 
and therefore charges Ferom with Fillhoad” 5 
forgery. And the learned biſhop Fell was af 0 
needleſs pains of vindicating 80 7 Jerem, 4 N Db i 
tifying his preface, in his notes on Cyprian 5 3 RG 
after all, our learned Doctor, who acknowle edges 
chat Himſelf once had a ges regard i its 


preface, befote he had caäfnided int it, is fi 


convinced (With F. Simon and Du Pin) tha t . 


not St. Jeromꝰs, nor is it found in the moſt an- 
tient manuſcript copies of his verſfon; nor wit 


his name, in ſome other copies Where i it is, as 0 


Crit. Hit Simon tells us: but is the work, of ſome 


C. 18. Tae palit after Bede's time, as the Doctor _ : | 


v Rien. and chen Joined to the bible, which contradicte 
a - did preface. - | 


nor get any aid kom it towards the ſup⸗ 
E credit of this lt We are 5 GPS 


\ 


nedum in hb ere er n depravaſſe. 


1 


in 230 ve = 


16 
ad done 


Jo that the learned will 16 more be troubled a 
this pretended authority of St. Ferom's pre- 


1 "Gp uto quenquam bzreticorum S. textum in e 


ee Nh 7. 6 © 
Lam nent to ouſdes wie auithdrinieg tlie Des zer. IC | 
en inſiſt: on, on behalf of big H,F,el wu ot - | 
As for teſtimonies from the antient'1Grrlab 
writers, he had left himſelf veryiilitile to lay 
from them; having confeſstd there i a⁷νννẽ 
of theſe, — council uf Nice, tab 
DO Tm \this un. md theifore} the 


«oY Me &\ 1 X 
V 
oft 1 


TE) 


FI 
K 


* ur long:after: 
12 +. And he — ta bers, Latin Author + AuQor 
tony who only ſays; Iadunt Puma Ag kicken ih 5 


John. ſays. thiſe rl αð are ung. Which rd , Wi its” X 
the artzcle;: ave neither exactiy the wN of — 3 1 pl 


ſeventh: nor eighth br; and E dimm judges 
they refer to: the latier, wich owavuſyallylaps ..- . - - 
ply*d'to the-Father, Sun, andSpizitartharidime, ö 
a Dr. Mill owns it was in St. Afi: + Hence 
be leaps at once don to the council af Bateau 
under Innocent: the third, in the 2tH1 century; bog 7 
and to Calecac, in the 14th, who wW²aus a Greek 
and turn'd to the Latins. All which is tuns? 5 
purpoſe at all, bur to inereaſe the number! of | 
teſtimanies; | 177 228 Ti 

The Greek: inhale he poteculs (trhich 


will be found onlyſuppos d) arc, 1. A manuſcript 
in Britain of which Eraſmusdp and by which 
he was moved: (againſt his own res judgment) 


to put theſe words. into his laſt editions ofthe 
New Teſtament againſt the evidence of albthe 
other manuſcripr» Greek copies. 4. Soma m 
nuſcripts which the Doctor ſu Kobert Sie 
phens to mention, as having moſt ſt of the words 7 
all, except i 79 pad, in Lraven. 3. The ans! 
tient Vatican copies, which the editors of the 
5 88 Bible Pe; in n they "ts ; 
c legte 


128 * As Inquiry into the. 
FTP and the Doctor hopes they were ſo 
A particular, lch * kavetaken into this 

| tion [08-963 140% TELLS 
vt Tothability will appear that al theſe aue but 
ſappoſitions of | fuck ' copies as never were ſeen, 
nat produced by any others to this day. To all 
vr: yon A Dr. Clarte has given a learned and full 
ton, ' anſwer, : except to * Ss. manuſcripts, where 
5. 207. be ſeems to ae nultake the ene 

. which hereafter. Nt 

As to the Verfons, Dr. Mall: had none on 


antient to bring. The vulgar, of which ome 


manuſcripts have it, and others want it, a8 1 
noted by the Louuain editors; the Italic printed 

at Venice in 1532, (while the old Tralic, and 

St. Ferom's correction of it was otherwiſe) are 

not worth regarding in this: matter: nor. the 
Prins af. Apoſtolos, or collection of ſections out of the 


Venice, Apoſtles: books. with ſome remarks. Olly, 


1602. whereas the mentions the Armextian' ver- 
fion for having: this: verſe, as he was inform'd; 


Append, che very learned Sandius teſtifies: the contrary, 


Paradox, having himſelf ſeen it with the 255 Aiſtop 

7. 376. ar Amferdam, Wa 

| - Laſtly, the Doctor W his. Lan Fa. 
thers, which ue indeed his Sage: and 
confidence. 940 2 

- 26 — contra! . c. 26.1 „ bis b 
are: The Paraclete ſhall take of mine, 7 Cbriſ. 
a he did of the Father*s. Thus the connexion of the 
Father in the Son, and of the Son in the Paraclete, 
makes the three cloſely united with one another, ubich 

three are one, but not one perſons as it is ſaid, I and 
my Father are one*. Which the Doctor thinks, 
with Biſhop Bull and Dr. Hammond, are an _ 
akon: to our text in dif} ae W's 


bo De 1 meo ſumet, inquit, Geut ipſe de * ita Nee 
Patris in filio, & filii in paracleto, tres it cohzrentes, al- 
terum ex altero, qui tres unum ſunt, non unus; quo 
dictum eſt, Ego & Pater unum ſumus 


tres 


7 


nnen,  __ WP. 


Aurluriꝶy of Ti) Joins. 7. 


2. Oprian, Do unitate ecclefi4;; his words are: 
þ is written of the "Father, Son, and Haly'Spirit, 
Theſe thyee are one ft; or three are one, as ſome 
copies have it : and, in his epiſtle 2d Jubaiauum, 
Tres unum ſunt, thru: are one; without any refe- 
rence to the Scriptute expreſs d. And near 300 
years after comes Fulgentius, a Biſhop of Africa, 
and ſays that Cyprias in the ban words had 
pech to St. John's toſtimonyy : 

.' Vitor Vitenſis, who tells us if a nel 
of faith, preſented by Eugenius Biſhop of Car- 
thage and other Biſhops - * Hunueric king of 
the Vandals; in which 776 text is eited as from 
St. Jobn, in the manner we enen it, in the | 


ear 484. engen: 1H 

f 4. Vigitius Ti apf, Falyonkias| and the Author 
of the Explication of the faith, ad 'Gyrillum. '* 
And thus you have the whole of what na. 

over-ballance all the evidence on the other fide: 

which, whether it will do nr is to be con- 
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47 GH e e At 
The 5 ciency of the arguments. brought in 
Supp 170 722 of. the text 5a in anfwer to if 
jections again} | 0h zo K. 


5 Greek manuſcr wk 5. the Britiſh — 


tboſe of the cre wage editian, and 


Robert Stephens s. 2. As #0*7be Latin 
writers Tertullian, Oyprinhy' and Victor 
Vitenſis. 3. As tothe Lee gt ven fo 
the objections againſt 1 the text. —_ 


Shall here ſhew the -infuticiency: of theſe ar- 


guments brought to fapporr the authority of 
OL, . r 


2 


b Nass, bus, & Spirit Sarto e ſerie. 44, Er bi 
tres unum ſunt, FOO Opt. 


230 


An b into thi. 


this text, againſt thoſe produc d to indo it, 

I ſuppoſe no man of reaſon will deſire me t 
give any anſwer to what the Doctor could lx 
no ſtreſs upon: I mean, ſuch modern teſtimo 
nies as Calecas and the council of Lateran, ou 
late editions and verſſons, or the vulgar Latin Bi 
bles ſince Bede's time. Therefore I ſhall { 
no more to them; nor indeed to Vigilius Tap. 
ſenfis and Viktor Vitenſis nor to any writer { 
long after the heats between the Arians and 
Athanafians s, and when the invaſions of the bar 
barous nations had thrown all into confuſin 
and ignorance. - Such modern teſtimonies. wil 
only tell. me, that heſe words did at laſt apper 


All this I know well enough, for I ſee they an 
brought into the Latin verſions, and fince that 


into our printed Greek copies; and into our Ex 
Hiſhþ tranſlations, firſt in little characters for di. 


| tinftion, and next with as good a face as the 
reſt of the text. And d if this began to be done ii 


the fifth, or ſixth, or ſeventh century, whats 
that, any more than if it was in the fifteenth ot 
ſixteenth ? But if the words were not in St. Jobs 

iſtle for ſo many hundred years, nor know 


to the chriſtian church as ſuch, I ſhall conclude 


that no man can give a good reaſon for admitting 


em ſince. 


And a suf andock en ee (which 
are, in like caſes, found to be falſe by daily &- 
perience) that ſuch and ſuch a writer would not, 


in later times, have uſed be words, or put them 


into the bible, if he had not good evidence they 
were in the original, are of no force again 


all the Greek manuſcripts and Fathers, which 


: 2 770 ſhew They ny were not there. If 


my eg upon 
* i. e. after the heats had a ſo we; not after the 


heats were over as Mr. Martin underſtands it. See . 


| amination of Mr, Emlyn's r , pus #1 


— 


Authority of 'T Joun's. 7. un 


t. WW upon the whole matter there cannot be found 

h one Greek manuſcript, nor one Greek writer, who 

la MW mentions it for a thouſand years; nor one Latin 

no vriter to the fifth century (if St, Cyprian be not 

our the man, which ſhall be inquired into) what ſigni- 

Bi bes all the reſt? Men may be fond of a ſpurious 

lay Wife, but that will not legitimate it. 

9 There are then only Zo things of weight to 
be clear'd : Firſt, The pretended Greek manu- 
nd ſcripts 3 and, Secondly, | The teſtimonics of the 

as Latin writers, ＋. ertullian and Sprian. e 

on 

il The pretended Greek manuſeripts are of threeSzer. I. 
a, on, The Or 


(i.) The Britiſh copy which Eraſmus i ck of 3 /eripts, 
who not finding one Greek copy. — had this Te Bri- 
paſſage, would not put it into his two firſt edi- ti cr. 
tions of the New Teſtament; but upon informa - 
tion of a copy in England which had it, did, 
20zinſt the faith of all his copies, afterwards inſert 4B 
it *; ; rather, as he confeſſes, to avoid the re- 
proach of others, than that he judg'd it to be of 
ſufficient authority. For which F. Simon thus re- Crit. Eu; 
bukes him: Pith what warrant could be correct c. 18. 
bis edition by one fingle copy, which, as a 
believ'd, had ſuffer'd Ts alteration ? | 

And it appears he had reaſon to fulpeRt i it: for 
who ever ſaw this Britz/h copy ſince, or any one 
that could produce it? Dr. 24/1 does not tell us 
where it was, or that ever. he heard more of it. 

Such rare diſcoveries, ſo uſeful and grateful to the 
public, are not wont to be loſt again in ſo cri- 
tical an age. What! cannot all the learned men 
of our two univerſities, nor our numerous clergy, 
give us ſome account of it? Surely either there 
was no ſuch copy, or 77 is not for the * 
2 elſe 


* Ex hoc Codice Avian repoſuimus, quod in, noſtris 
dicebatur deeſſe, ne fit” cauſa calumniandi, tametſi ſaſpicor 
Codicem illum ad noſtros eſſe correctum. 


W-1 Tnguiry into. 15e 


elſe it had probably, long before this time, hee 
produced. I am apt to think it did the beft ſe, 
vice it ever eou'd do, in the- cauſe, in thus ins 


poſing upon the great Eraſmus, Strange | that, 
Britiſh copy is only to be-mention*d by one be 


yond the ſeas, while all Britain, and ſuch. an in 
quiſitive Britiſh critic as Dr. Mill, can know ny 
thing more of it. Foreighers, will expect to hex 
of it from us, rather than we from them. |, 
Simon ſays Eraſmus ſaw. it; but where gloes Era 
mus fay ſo ?. He only ſays (in his Annotation) 


There is found one Greek manuſcript among ik 


__ Enghſh, 64bith hatb it T. He needed not the 
„ — — ſaid, Suſpicor, Ic. he cou'd, I think, hat 
nee clearer judgment of it, if 'he had ſeen; i. 
And if he was abuſed by information or other 


de man- (2. ) The Doctor depends on the W 


| 22 Y 
the 


plutenfan 
edition. 


wile, *tis hard firſt to deceive him, and _ 
make his miſtake an authority in the cafe. 


copies, by which he ſuppoſes the Complutenju 
edition was regulated; becauſe theſe words ar 
there, and the editors ſay in general, they fo 
low'd the beſt and moſt antient ee of 
the Vatican. 


But as they don't ſay, "es they were 0 


by thoſe manuſeripts in putting in ibis verſe, ſo i 
appears they were not; | becauſe, by the Doctor 


own confeſſion, the moſt ancient and maſt corre 


copy of the Vatican, which is ſo juſtly extol'd by 
him, (and comes at leaſt very near to the famous 


Alexandrian manuſcript in the royal library here) 
wants theſe words, which thoſe editors have put in: 
And how'then did they follow 15 ſo cloſely. as | 
pretended ? Nay, this excellent manuſcript ws 
that which Pope Leo recommended to them, # 
the — and ſtandard of cheir edition, 


{0 


+ 3 ell 50 Anglo Gracus Codex. unus, in . 


| tabeter. 


to which they were to keep, and to note the va- 
riations f other copies in their margin, and which 
for the moſt, part they did; and yet in this they 
ſorſook it. And ' tis no wonder, if they did 
ſo by cha rp of ur Vatican Ne- otro as ys 
Wen e B+ 10 
Wer Ca Cariophilas Rn Ain by order 
of Pope Urban VIII. examin'd theſe: Fatican ma- 
pre, tells us. plainly, that all of em which 
have this Epiſtle of St. Fobm, want this ſeventh 
verſe: cho, out of reſpect to St. Gyr iun, he was 
for keeping it in . Of which, Dr. Clarke has 
given an account, in the place already refer d to; 
together with an account of ſateen manuſcripts 
(xht of them in the King of Speirs. library) 
collated by the Shani/b Aar uit Peter: Faxard, 
(% F. Sima names him) and pablith*d by Ls 
Cerda, in his Adverſaria Sacra, c. 19. from all 
which manuſcripts nothing is alledg'd to juſtify 
their vn gar verſion, in keeping #h1iy ver/e. HO 
then could Dr. M58 preſume ſo ſtrongly, that the 
 Conplutinfian editors kept to their "manuſcripts 
here? E. Simon faw the contrary, and ſays they Crit. Hiſt. 
follow the reading of the Latin copies here; par. 2. c9. 
and to vindicate it, have Inſerted. 2 note from N 
Aquinas, | in the margin. | 
(3.) He pretends the ſeven Wer Ons of No- Robert 
bert Stephens do warrant the words. to be genuine. Stephens“ 
Stephens tells us he made uſe of teen manuſeripts Brin 
in his edition of theyNew Tefamenty only ſeven of 
| which he has ſet down in the margin, as wanting 
ſome, at leaſt, of the words in diſpute: hence it was 
concluded formerly, even by Dr. Mill himſelf, as 
well as others, that the other eight wanted no: 
thing, but had the whole, as we have it. T0 
| this, t the Doctor's remarkable words cited from his 
Prolegomena, by Dr. Clarke, are a com plete an- 
. n 4 = 6 | . ; ier 3 
* Ad finem Catens in Maacum, 1 A 
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ſwer; ſhewing that thoſe eight manuſcripis di 
not include his Epiſtle of St. Fohn at all; a 
ſo were of no concern here. But Dr. Mf 
was ſenſible of this, in his Diſſertation on th 
text, where he ſays of theſe eight manuſcrigg, 
Reliqui has Epiſtolas non exbibent. And thereſo 
he urges but the other ſeven, which are noted a 
wanting only iT paw, in heaven, and author, 
ing the reſt ; The Father, the Word, and the Spiri, 
and theſe three are one. . 194 ve 
But as Dr. Mill was too judicious not to ſee thy 
this miſtake, in placing the little mark ; ſo he fai 
ons his doubt about it, in his zotes on the verk; 
F indeed the little hook be placed aright, ſays he? 
For this depends wholly upon placing the ſen; 
circle, which marks the words that are wanting 
in ſuch manuſeripts as are noted in the. inna 
margin. In Szephens's fair folio edition, this mal 
or ſmall hook falls after the words ti Ty spaw; 4 
if theſe only were wanting: whereas it ſho! 
have been placed after the whole. ver ſe, as F. & 
mon obſerves, (or rather, after the words in earth 
in the eighth verſe : which, the Doctor owns in li 
notes, was the caſe of the moſt and beſt copies; and 
F. Simon intimates the ſame in his remarks upon 
the Louvain Latin Bible by Hentenius, which had 
the like error:) and 1 wonder the Doctor ſhould 
ſay upon it, Neſcio qua autoritate, neque dicit | 
:ftos libros conſuluiſſe ; or that he had not conſulted 
the copies, when he expreſly ſaid, he had conſult 
f the manuſcrip!s of ibe King's library : and I think 
it was there Stephens found his T. It appears by 
Dr. Mill's account in his Prolegomena, that four 
theſe ſeven manuſcripts were in the French Rim 
pb. 8 library ; and ſince F. Simon could find none there, 
- #® $j quidem Semicirculus ſao loco ſit collocatus ; ahi 


© Lucas Brugenſis had ſaid befor. 4 
+ Regia Bibliotheca ſuppeditavit, Proleg. p. 117. 


* menten, any 0 che Wor nie in ee. nor any 


ne elſe pretends to find ſueh elſewhere, I may 
ſalely conclude *twas a miſtake in placing the 


1 track in Stephens, which the Doctor was willing 
ips, iſto take hold of. And the ſame Stephens, in 
fo iis Latin edition of the New Teſtament, (as F. 

da unos tells us, Crit. Hiſt. part 2. c. 11. and as I 
or Mibave ſeen) included the whole paſſage within- the 


mark, So that I think the caſe is plain, that all 
Stphens's manuſcripts wanted his ver/e. 


is probable Be put it into his own edition, : 
h from the Complutenſian, and we from bis into 
:s; (ſo one error begets another, by preſuming 


went before) for the Doctor tells us, Stepbens 
zovern'd | himſelf by the bet manuſcripts: but 


ſcripts ſhould differ from all them of Eraſmus 
and Simon, and others; as bey muſt, by ay. 
by TY v pouch were wanting. | 

And whereas the Doctor lays 4 freſs on n Sie 
phens's ſaying; be departed not one letter from the 


hom he came to put in the & 75 pars, in heaven, 
when every one of his ſever manuſcripts wanted 
| them? *Tis plain critics are not always to be 
1 WY fruſted in what they ſay of their own fidelity : 


the Doctor was right in inferring that it ought 
to have been as he ſaid, but tis plain in wank it 
was not ſo. . 


w# 
* P FX 5 \ 
4 


Greek manuſcripts, I think' it fully appears there 


cum ſuffragio, 


| 


too well of the care and faithfulneſs of ſuch as 


then he ſays, He always judg'd thoſe to be beſt Proleg. 
which agreed with the Complutenſian. Elſe it“ 17. 
would be very ſtrange, that all Szephens's manu- 


beft and moſt of bis copies * ; I would aſk then, 


| Thus havkog b all his pretend to the = 


is not * much as one found io autbotſes 15 aſ- 
| „ age, 


* Ne in una litera diſceſſerit à meliorum & Herten codi- 


1 


— 
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ſage, nor one antient verſion made from ad 
and for others, . they are not of value in the cat 

Indeed the Doctor has dealt more fairly than wy 

common unaccurate Commentators 3 who, withou 
any examination talk roundly of many, the mal 
antient and the beſt copies, which have he 
words, not knowing what they ſay; whereas is 
pretends; but to feu, and rather | ſuppoſes an 
Hopes, from Tome hints in others, that Aber ha 
ſuch copies, than knows of any himſelt. 
Let me cloſe this head with the very pextinent 
Fart I. remark of the molt learned, P, Heleutherys Ligſiais 
againſh the diſcourſe of free-thinking :.,The preſat 
text was firft ſettled almoſt 200 years ago, ow if 
| ſeveral "manuſcripts, by Robert Stephens, prin 
and bookſeller at Paris; whoſe beautiful and. gen:. 
rally ſpeaking. (it ſeems, not in all points) acrurat 
edition, has been ever ſince. counted tbe. Sandarl, 
and follow'd by all the reſt. Now this ſpecific tex, 
in your Doftor*s (Whitby? J notion, ſeems tale 
from the ſacred original in every word and fil 
lable; and if the conceit is but ſpread and props 
; gated, within a few years. that printers infallibiliy 
vill. he as a ai, %! as an en 

or a poſt IPs... Fs 

B Mill, were be ee PEAS, 1 the 
this text, fixed Ha printer, is ſometimes by th 
various readings render d uncertain. nay, is provi 
certainly wrong; but that the real text lies not in 
any ſingle menuſcriph ar ue but is 5 dipayeds in 
ben all. 4510 15 FF PCC 


r ee 


; Loo. It I now come to the - ſecond head of his arguments 
Je Latin VIZ, from antient 20% PONG: of the Laſin writers 
writers. Tertullian and Cyprian. 
Tertullian. A8 for Tertullian, in the 3 already, k 
down, be had only ſaid, ſpeaking of the Father, 


Son, and Spirits 1. three are one; and 1 2 
EY 1. 


« 8 


ths for. they. had been ſufficient, Whereas: the lat. 


uthirignafes. Joxb. 5 7. 


feny the 'Fathtr 4 
theſe he ſays from.) bimſelf, not as any part of 
Stripture, a8 he: ſays the next words are. And in- 


Jeed he needed hot to have eited aheſe larten words | 


4· all, if the farmer had been of the ſame authori- 


37 
L are one. But che former orf 


jer- words were not to his putpoſe for proving tho 
Holy Spirit's unity with be Helen and Son. Only 


not having a eus fer the unity of all the hen 
he was willing to allelge theſe words for the rwo, 
we Gep 10 reren 2 107 nb 10 
Nor can it be thought, 1 in ſo woa 
nous: a writer: we muſt have had that tent 
times over, on ſeveral proper vacaſions,, if he 
known it as. aucb. He repeats Jobs 10, 30. and 


the Father are one, very freuentſy, —— | 


times in a few. pages in his book. canira Praxeatny 
and again contra Hermog, and ds Or atione." Where- 
as this pretended text, ſo much more for his pur- 
poſe, he omits: which could, hardly have; been 


if he had taken it to be of as good authority as 


the other kent. And therefore Dr. MU had rea · 


ſon to urge it but ſoftly, ſaying, Dr. Bull and Dr. 


Hammond putans ſa alluſſſe, ſuppoſe that be. might | 
allade to. the w of St. Jaha: which abet 4 
conjecture, inſtead of a proof. 


So that St. Qypr 
weight of all. A 


indeed tis eaſy to ſee the 


jan ib left % to berg the Oy. 


Doctor's chief confidence is in bis teſtimony, (wick 


a little help from Tertullian, whom he owns.to 


be not ſo clear) inſomuch that he ſays, This is 
evidence enou ugb of the words being authentic, tho 
none of ib Greek” writers ever ſaw them, and 
tho they never © appeared in an capy 10 this day. 


It ſeems then tis to no purpoſe to nee, this 


Er vidence; or rather it ſeems, having 


elle to truſt to; the Doctor was reſolved 1his 25 om 


and fall do the buſineſs, 


pri 


8 An Inquiry" into the - 
De Uni- Cyprias's words are, Of ib other, wi FR 


- og Hol) Spirit, it is written, Theſe three are one; 
7 (the other teſtimony, in Epiſt. ad Fubaianum, is 


but like Tertullian's ſuppoſed alluſion to the text, 
and may have the ſame anſwer.) Upon - zbeſ 
words the queſtion is, Whether Cyprian e 
to the ſeventh verſe in diſpute, or to the ejghth 
by a myſtical interpretation of the Vater, the 
Blood, and the Spirit, as ſignifying the Fuiber, 
Crit. Hiſt, the Son, and the Spirit? Father Simon is my 
c. 18. of doubt for this latter, and brings a ſtrong proof 
of it from the words df Facundus, who was of 
the ſame African Church, in the fifth Centiny; 
and who not only himſelf ſo interprets. the words 
of the eighth verſe, but expreſly adds, that bf, 
Cyprian ſo underſtood them too, in bis ve 
place. Says he, Of the Father, Son, and Ho 
Spirit, he (St. Fobn) ſays, There are Three that 
bear witneſs on earth, the Spirit, the'Water, and 
the Blood ; and theſe Threeare One: Ey the Spi. 
rit, fienifying the Father, by the Water, the Hoh 
Ghoſt, and by the Blood, the Son. - Which words 
of John the Apoſtle, St. Cyprian the Martyr, in 
Bis book of the Trinity, (Unit it ſhould be, as F. di- 
mon obſerves) conceives to be ſpoten of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. And tho Dr. Mill would 
make light of this teſtimony, tis without all 
reaſon, and from mere neceſſity : ſince this will 
overturn all he dn to * n the Latin Fa 


Nr 3 ke, by . 


15 * De Patre, Ta, & Spiritu Sand, delt Tres fink 1 te 
ſtimonium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua, & ſanguis, & 

unum ſunt; in ſpiritu ſignificans Patrem, . in age Spiritam 
ſanctum, in ſanguine vero Filium fi EE 
288 apoſtoli teſtimonium Beatus ri au in epiſtola hve 
ibro quem de Trinitate (de Unitate rather) ſeripſit, de Patte, 
Filio, & Spiritu 8 dictum intelligit. Facindus ro ur 
E016 0 3. 


* 
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What Facundus ſays, is o far from being im- 
probable, that the Doctor himſelf owns St. 4 n, 1 
who was of the ſame African church, did make 
the ſame interpretation terwards g and after him, 
Eucherius declares it was a common expoſition of 
thoſe words: and then why might it not be Cypri- 
47s? Does not Facundus expreſly ſay it was? Does 
he tell an unlikely ſtory? Why is it then ietirt 
nomenti? Truly the Doctor thinks none, till St. 
Auſtin, made ibis myſtical interpretation, and 
therefore not St. Cyprian. But why might not 
Cyprian begin it as well as Auſtin, ? . Facundus tells 
us, he did interpret ſo, and it does not appear 
that he had any o/ber ſuch words to apply to, the 
Trinity, but zhe/e,.. Is it not ;as good an argu- 
ment againſt the Doctor, to ſay, that Cyprian did 
not cite the /eventh verſe in difpute, | becauſe that 
verſe never appear'd in any writer till the fifth 
century, as his 1s, viz. That Cyprian did not ſo 
interpret, becauſe that interpretation. appears not 
till the th century? Only I can prove my aſſer- 
tion by a proper poſitive teſtimony, that py r 
did uſe 2bis interpretation; whereas be had none 
to prove that Cyprian met with a ſpecial copy, of 
St. John's Epiſtle, which had that. verſe. 

Tis true indeed, +e alledges for the other ſide 
Fulrentins, contemporary. with Facundus, ſaying, 
St. John zeftifies- there are three that bear wi tueſs 
in heaven, the Father, the Word, and. Spirit ; and 
theſe three are one: which alſo St. Cyprian, 4 the 
* Epiſtle of the unity of the church, confeſſes ;. 
ing from: the rior that ef 4 ** Tale, Soy, 


2 1 * 


| | * Fulg. cont. Giza 4s j Beatus adi . 

dicens: Tres ſunt qui teſtimonium perhibent in ccelo, Pater, 

Verbum, & Spiritus; E tres unum ſunt. Quod etiam B. M. 

: Cyprianus in epiſtola de Unitate eccleſiæ confitetur, dicens,— 

; — De Patre, Filio, & Spiritu Sancto * eſt, E. tres 
inum w fant. 


ch A Inquiry imouůr 
| E Hoy Spirit, "tis written; And three e 
But as Facundas is 
"more particutur, ſo even bis does not conitradie: 
Fucundus. For Flgentins and zu both ſay the 

ame ching, viz.” that Cyprian confeſſed St. John; 


ieſtimomy of the" Father, Son, and Spirit, Fheſe 


three are one. Only Farunidus” — us, chat be 
took this teſtnnony from the ei werſe, which 
he ſo interpteted; and Fulgentidæ does not ſay it 
Was otherwiſe 3 and therefore *there- is no' "reaſon 
to oppoſe vim to Racundus.. Cyprian might owi 
the ſame thing 25 is now contain d in the ven! 
verſe, tho he deducd it from the #i9hrh : he that 
poſed the © ſpirit, the waer, atid the Snod, in 
St. John, to meun the Father, the Sen, and the 
Spirit, as much confeſſed this Joins, 
St. Joby too; as i 2 had found the very word 
' Father, Son, and Spirit, in the text. And this 
s all which Fulventins himſelf ſays of him. Nei. 
ther of them ſays that Cyprian found in St. Jobn, 
the words Father, Son, and Spirit, beſides the 
"three witneſſes in the erghth verſe. No, it v 
"there he thought he . find the Futber, Sm, 
and Spirit, myſtically repreſented,” And P obſer 
390 things to confirm it. 4 . 
1. Ful gentins f peaks of it av 4 eeriarkabll con- 
20 ion in St. Cyprian, Nod etiam B. prianus con- 
metur. * alſo \ 87. © In confeſſes. Confeſes 
rtebat? that St. 555 a thoſe words, the Fathtr, 
"Word and Spirit, and theſe three are one? Was 
that ſuch an Waden ene if he found 'tboſe 
very words in bis copy? No, but he acknowledg'd 
the Father, Son, and Spirit to be one, out of St. 
Jobn, by a myſtical interpretation of the Sp", 
the Water, and the Blood, which, are there 4% io 
be one, This indeed was ſomewhat far-fetch'd, 
and not ſo clear a point, but St. Cyprian's cus, 


wo ng it might gi give it ſome credit; but it could 
gie 


* 


as good an evidence as he, an 
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give none to an undgubted ert of St. Jalta, to 


y Cyprian acknowledg'd it to be true. I WII 


not ſay the Doctor had any deſign in it, hut 
find, in reciting the words, he has happened to 


change the confitetur ingo the ere GE 
word, c onteſtal HY. ot -- | 


2. I obſerve, Gyprian's words ape. nat the . | 


words pretended, to he found in St. Fob f for 
Cyprian fays, Fatber, Son, (not the Word) and 
Spirit. Now tho the ſawe perſon may be intend- 


ed by boch words, yet tis plain there could be 
but one of them in the tent. And therefore, if 
our preſent printed text be right, prian had no 
ſuch COPY, Or 'elſe he did. not keep Arictiy to it: 


looſe way of ſpeaking i it might well be, 5 Facun 
aus lays it was, viz. his ſenſe of the eigbib mos 
So that the Doctor was too forward in ſay pig wa 
Cyprian could. not baus cited the words of St, 

(as we have them) mere eralẽly, if he had bas, — 
before his eyes. Belides, Cyprian does not fay, that 
the words Father, Son, aud 9irts were written: 
All that Cyprian ſays was written is, Hi 4res num 


Father, Son aud hint, 18 a n er 
cen. 
Let the interpretation be: never lo e that 


and if he did not cite thę wards e. — e 
| ſenſe of them as an interpreter; then veh's 


| ſunt, Theſe three are one; that this was ſaid ß | 


is nothing, ſo it was ; and there are enough as 


| ſtrange interpretations of tens in the Fathers and 
in St. Cyprian himſelf, to ſatisfy us is is no good 


evidence it was not bis +. And why may not 


Cyprian father a weak interpretation as well a8 


St. Auſtin ? Nor was it unufual with Cyprian to 


cite Seripture more by his ſenſe of: it. N by the 
ſtrict letter of tba texts Thus,! inſtead of LTead us 


tf Ser Dr. Whitby”, 5 | Diſertat de 8. Script. I age 


not into tali, * cites 5 Suffer us nor 1 be Cypr. de 
WHEN S 12 ttt, 


rat 


Dom. EE 
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led, hin * Hide" he cites Rev. 19. 10. nl 
"thou the Lord Jeſus, inſtead of worſhip thou 2 
Cyp. de Will any ſay, upon this, that be found a particu. 
Bono Pa- jar copy which had theſe readings ? No ſurely, 
tientiz, put rather that it was Cyprian's expoſition of the 
© 13* true reading in all the copies. Even ſo, I doubt 
not, his words, the Father, the Son, and Spirit, 
theſe three are one, was his ſenſe of the rds verſe 

of St. Fobn's fifth chapter. - 
I ſhall conclude this with Mr. Du Pin's judg⸗ 


Hiſt. of ment upon the caſe: *Tis not then, fays he, abſi- 


the Ca- lutely certain, that Cyprian hath quoted the ſeventh 
_— 2.verſe of St. John's Epiſtle. And Father Simon's, 


: hb. 78. Hin. Who ſays, */is out of doubt that he bath not. Tha 


N. T. part tis probable this miſtake of Cyprian s words led 


1. c. 18. ſome following African writers into the opinion 


that St. John had ſaid them expreſy. 

And thus I have fairly accounted for St. Gpriant 
words, without the ſuppoſition of his having a /þe- 
cial copy to himſelf. And then I think Wers is not 
one tolerable pretence left of any ancient authority. 
As to later teſtimonies they do not deſerve any 


notice: Only with relation to Victor Vitenſis, be · 
victor Cauſe the Doctor lays ſuch a ſtreſs upon it, as if 
 Vitenſis. the urging theſe words, in a confeſſion of faith, 


ſo publicly preſented to Hunnericus, in midſt of 
the Arians, in the year 484, was a good proof 
that they had been well known and reed] at 
leaſt, ante unum ſeculum aut alterum, an age or 
two before; and ſo will carry the evidence much 
higher than the year 484 : therefore I ſhall take 


ſome notice of this, and ſhew that in fact i it was | 


not thus, as he plauſibly i imagines. 


What the credit of Yifor's hiſtory, as we e hare 


; it, is, I cannot well tell: I know it has found 


- little with many, in the relating of ſtrange mira- 


cles, not unlike thoſe of Monkiſþ legends, viz. of 


| ſeveral who could {| 1 freel FR and articulately, 


3 e e 20 
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when their tongues had been cut out by the roots; 
and ſending his reader to Conſtantinople, for an 


inſtance to prove it; with other miracles, But 
let that be as it will, I ſhall take it for granted, 


143 


that he ſays true, in the matter before us; chat 


in the creed preſented to Hunnericus, this zext 


was cited as from St. Jobn. But that it had not 


been commonly and long Teceiv'd, and well 
known as ſuch, I think is plain by what the 
Doctor could not deny, viz. That St. Auguſtine, 
Eucherius, and: Cerealis, in the ſame age, and two 
of em of the ſame country, knew not of this text. 


Eucherius lived within thirty years of the time 


when this creed was preſented ; and the Doctor 
tells us, he ſays it was common in his time to 
interpret the Spirit, the Vater and the Blood, of 
the Father, Word, and Spirit; as did Auſtin, Now 


if this tert had been receiv d then, what place had 


there been for ſuch a myſtical interpretation of the 
tbree witneſſes on earth? Nay, Cerealis was one 
of the African Biſhops at the ſame time, probably; 


for he flouriſh'd in the time of the perſecution | 
under Hunnericus; and who drew up a confeſſion 


of faith alſo, at the demand of the Arian Biſhop 
Maximinian ; and had the ſame reaſon to have 
made uſe of this text, as Eugenius T, if it had 
been current, as the Doctor inſinuates. Where 
then is the Seculum unum aut alterum, the age or 
two before, in which this text had been admitted? 


I rather think it muſt only have been ſome private 


compoſure, tho it might be in the name of the 


other Biſhops, who were now ſcatter d and ba- 
niſh'd. It is ſigned only 4 Gaſis Medianis Epiſcopis Biblioth. 
Numidia; Bonifacio Foratianenſi, & BonifacioPatrum. 


Gatienen/i, Epiſcopis Vixacenis. So that it carries 


0 evidence no higher than to that lime, vix. 


that 


+ The Biſhop of Carthage, nbd e. the n we 


fa aith to Hunnericus. 


Hir Mut into pt. C 


that at the latter end of the fifth century ſome 
W Yor an 


pretended 1 this for ber, y 
Trterpretation, '* 
, i S281 +: lie, 21 

Ster. III. It remains that” we 1 dow the Door s 
counts for the difficulties that lie againft hin 
from all the Greek copies and Fathers before and 
after Cyprian, who knew nothing of is te: 
be then had Cyprian ſuch a particular copy a. 
-bove all others? Does the Doctor clear himſelf 
'as fairly of this, as we have of bis objection from 
een, words; 


{i He puts very very proper Serke Aires 75 thi 


0 


Wb Lon in St. John's original, how comes it i 
"paſs that for three ages fellnwing the Greek F 
thers had it not in [hehe copies? How came Cyprian, 
mY African, 70 know it, when it was unknoun 1 
Irenæus, tobe was a very curious Inquirer inis al 
"learning, (which is Tertullianis character of him®) 
and bb convers'd with Polyearp, the difeiple of 
&. John bimſelf? But in anſtorr to theſe queries, 
he is forced to frame many unrea ſonable ſuppo- 
ſitions; he knows not which Way it was, but he 
can imagine how poſſibly. it might have been, 
and then feems to "Deneve Tt" was rags Ler us dar 
'bis own account. N 

If we aſk How « came bee to wy wand 
| "Jn" all the known Greek copies? he ariſwers, H 
nere ebante, and careleſſneſs of the tranſeriber whi, 
caſt his eye upon the word jegrogsles, or witneſi, 
iy the eighth verſe, inſtead of the ſame word i in the 

ſeventh ; and ſo went on, unatbares omitting” 
bene naęrupbrric, or witneſs, and all the wor, be- 
tmtween them bosb. And then by reaſon fon of perſerution 
 *Chriftians "were in haſte, and flaid not to reviſt 
* 9 nor 10 Oey With-one another's 
5 ; copits, 
„cin :ifimas ommium duese ert, Lenam * 
Ten, cont, V. Valent, ens 


Auibormy Vr u J. 7. 

e copies, bie were Por fre, "becauſe 'of the pains 
ad expentes, of tranſeribing : and the original be. 
* %% 2 diane, from bon when diſpefzid, they 
cold not examine & bt. 
I grant, miſtakes of his kind have happen'd 
to tranſcribers, where ooiortarura, words of the 
ame ending, or the ſame words have often oc- 
cur'd: but that it was not ſo here, is plain, be- 
eauſe the tranſcriber had then taken the next 
words to the ſecond pagropirres, which are, tory v4, 
in earth: whereas the Doctor confeſſes theſe 
words were wanting alſo. This he was aware of, 
and therefote | ſuppoſes once more, that the words 
in earth might be in the t tranſcript, but that 
the next time it was tranſcrib'd, or ſoon after, 
Ic was thought thoſe words, were ſuperfinous, and 
ſo were left or daſh'd ul and hen copies were 
aken by other churches, and ſo tbey Jpread a. 
broad thro Greece, Egypt, &c. And this is the 
reaſon that the antient verſions and triters Knew 
nothing , of this text, becauſe there were 
hone but theſe maimed copies among all the Greek 
cburches T. But in, proceſs of time, be thinks, 
ſome correct copies which lay bid in Aſia (where 
the original was) or ſome ol ber parts, ſome way 
or other got inte Africa, which Tertullian and 
Gren faw : end the bine, being {roubleſome, 
ſew copies only were taken for the uſe of the African 
churches, where they ſeem to haut continu'd; and 
about 100 years after they becamè common, elſe the 
African Biſhops would ng} have alledged theſe words 
in a confeſſion of faith, if they bad not been in their 
common copies, and in the body of St. John's epi- 
lle, more than one or two centuries. And about 

Var He ©, SR I Rn 
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250 ears after Cyprian, the ſpurious Author if 


' haps might meet with a perfect Greek copy: and 
then all was ſet right. And ſo we have his au. 


the diſputation, falſly aſcrib d ta Athanaſius, per. 


ſwer to another queſtion, viz. How the true copy by t 
at laſt came to light again?: Ws: 
I believe his account will ſatisfy very few: ii Net 
any man ſhould trace his pedigree after this dec 
manner, thro? ſuch a train of wild ſuppoſition, E 
and improbable imaginations of this and the o. 05. 
ther bare poſſibility, I fear he would (till paſs for WW 
2 ſpurious pretender. And yet all this the judi. Wi ©, 
cious Dr. Mill could ſeem to believe, rather tha Wl + 
this one ſuppoſition, which is alſo well. atefttl der 
that St. Cyprian's words were his interpretation co] 
of the eighth verſe: for allow but this, and then Wl ji; 
was no need of racking his invention at thi WW be 
rate. And Pl appeal to men of candor, which an 
of the #200 is more probable; that all be/e ſupp Wil th: 
fitions ſhould happen, or that Facundus ſhoull BW /þ 
ſay true: eſpecially when theſe few remarks on Will « 
the Doctor's imaginary account, ſhall be du fo 
VVV „ ri 
1. Why ſhould he ſuppoſe, they who werea Wil 1 
the pains or expence, and had leiſure of tra- of 
ſcribing, would not be at a very: little more, u 
review and examine their tranſcripts? which is 11 
natural and uſual, in matters of much leſs mo- 
ment than what concerns the intereſts of another * 
life, which to the primitive Chriſtians were ver) t 
dear. While they had the original in their hand t 
it was caſy to be done. Surely they were not ſo Will « 
careleſs as the Doctor makes them to be: it ap \ 
pears what ſenſe they had in early times, of tie 


neceſſity of comparing ſuch tranſcripts with the 
originals, by Irenzus; to whoſe writings til 


ſolemn adjuration is annex d: Adjuro te per D. 


minum Feſum, ut conferas poſtguam reno 


© Aled of in 1 


"21 1 adjure thee who ſhall jranſeribe this FE 
ly the Lord Feſus Chriſt, and by his glorious ap- 


prarance to judge the quick and the dead, that thou 


compare after thou haſt tranſcrib d, and amend it 
by the original very carefully. To which purpoſe 
St. John's words, Rev. 22. 18, 19. are probably 
to be underſtood, as a terror to all negligent and 
deceitful tranſcribers of his books, 

But the Doctor pretends the perſecution of the 
Chriſtians, and their not daring to aſſemble but in. 
the night, might hinder them: ſo far were they. 
from baving leiſure to review their books, that they 
could not aſſemble but before day *. As if this hin- 
der d them from examining or comparing their 
copies at home, Mult they needs do it in a pub- 
lic aſſembly ? rather was it not much better to 
be done in private? Therefore the Doctor has 
another imagination to help it out; and that is, 
that Chriſtians were in ſuch eager haſte to catch 
the ſacred copies, that they tarry'd them off as they . 
were f. As if, after ſo much pains or expence 
for a copy, they would not take care to have it 
right, Beſides, if the deſire was ſo great, then 
we may conclude: the tranſcripts were very many 
of ſo ſhort an epiſtle. And ſince all the Trag 
ſcribers could not make the er e Fa 
many of them, I aſk, 

2, Why muſt only this one defeftive copy . 
carry'd away into remote countries, to become 
the fruitful parent of all the copies in the world 


that we can find; and all the others ſtay behind, 
| Or never be heard of more? Is this likely? 


Were not the poſſeſſors of the otber copies (which 


he 1 there ace as wuch Perſecuted and 


* Adeo 1 non Welhnt recenſioni renn, ut ne quidem. 
convenire iis licuerit nifi ante Jucem. > S422 
[+ Libri cum primum exarati, Aidiſime a Chriſtians ar- 
rept! ſint, et in varias regiones diftradti, 


5 , * 
2 - - oo 
1 a 
47 
i 


1 


8 PR. 3 
— V A ASE 


148 


An Inquiry into the © 
fratrer'd as the poſſeſſor of this one fauly copy? 


And if they brought away BG, ſurely there 


would have been ſome more and better ſigns of 
them than what is pretended from Cyprian... 

3. Had not the Chriftians of that time often 
1 St. Foby's epiſtle read to them, before. they 
had it tranſcrib'd, as well as after? This was the 
conſtant practice of their aſſemblies, to read ſome 
part of the Goſpels and the Apoſtles writings, a 
Juſtin Martyr and Tertullian tell us in their 4 
pologies: which the Apoſtle Paul expected, and 
ſometimes requir'd to be done; Col. 4. 16. 
1 Theſſ. 5. 27. Therefore if there had been an- 


miſſion in the tranſcript, would not ſome or other 


_ eaſily. have miſs d ſo memorable a paſſage as thi 


| text contains? .? Tis ſo ſingular and remarkable, 


that the omiſſion could ſcarcely be ynodſery'd 


when they came to read it over again. 
4. Why ſhould he ſappoſe again (to back ki 


n e e that any Chriſtians would 


ſo evilly treat the ſacred Scriptures, as to. ſtrite ou 


the words in earis, for ſeeming to be ſuperfluous? 
Had they ſo little reverence far theſe ſacred re- 
cords, as to daſh out hat they liked not? And 
yet with hoe words the ſenſe and context are n 
way diſturbd: there are an hundred texts which 
contain words more ſeemingly needleſs, and more 
hard to be accounted for, and which may as well 


be ſpared, if we make our own fancy the judge, 


as theſe words, which haye indeed no diffculy 


at all in them; and yet 1 am well ſatisfy'd thoſe 
Chriſtians never "would, nor did preſume to daſh 
them out of their copies, upon.this Tight Pretenice, N 
chat they. were ſuperfluous. 

5. Doth Cyprian, after all, fay one word of any 
=” thing, as bis having had. a better copy than 
the reſt a the churches | ad? Not a word: ; 175 
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jet one would think he ſhout not wholly forbear 


taking ome notice of ſo happy an event. Or do 


any after bim ſay they found ſuch a correct copy, 


or that ever they underſtood 5 had one? And 
are became of this valuable treaſures afrer 1 it had 


got into theſe ſafe hands? For. 


6. How came it that St. Auſtin, ſo IR alder 


bin, in a neighbouring church, knew nothing of | is 


this matter? and that in his diſputes with the | 
Arians, none ſhould let him know what might 


have been fo ſerviceable-to him? In ſuch times 


of eager conteſts, it muſt have ſoon flown about 


into the neighbourhood,' when adjacent Biſbops 
ſo frequently met ahd confer'd; and the rather, 
becauſe Cyprian, ànd others after him, muſt. 
know that olber copies were defective in this place, 
and therefore it coheern'd them to ſend intelli- 
gence to all round about them, ho the true tent 
ſtood: and yet the Doctor grants that St. Auſtin 
tnew wot of it. And Therefore 1 think it! ve very 
apparent there was wo ſurb thitg as Cyprian's 
having /ach @ copy, horwithſtanding the Doctor 
could ſay certiſimum oft, upon no manner of e- 
vidence but bis uſing choſe Eprewete which are 


already other wiſe atcounted for; abd of which 


Mr. Du Pin ſays, it is not certain tbat St. Cyprian 
quoted St. John's worde; and Father Simon, that 


without -doubt he did 201. 


By theſe things it appears, that Dr. Mil. not 
only could not give any true account, how it 


' eally came to paſs that all the Greet manuſcripts 


and writers ſhould' be ignotant of bis verſe, and 
yet Cyprian recover i from the original; but 
that ES, his imagination to wor k, he could 
not ſo. much as invent or contrive a way, how it 
could poſſibly be done, with any tolerable Sew f 
e or conſiſtency of circumſtances. 
Since therefore he bas made ſuch a ſuprizing 
xz auen 
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concluſion in favour of this text, ſo unſuitable i 
his premiſes, and againſt all the rules of criticiſm; 
in preferring, one copy to all the copies beſide; 
one Father to all the Fathers; nay rather, with. 
out one copy, rejecting all the manuſcript co. 
poies; and ſetting one ſuppoſed, at beſt but duli. 
os, teſtimony of one or !wo Fathers againſt 4 
the certain evidences from all copies and all the 
Fathers for near goo years: I ſay, ſince it l 
thus, I cannot wonder at the remark made by 
the famous Le Clerc upon the Dofor's great tar 
dor and Juſtice | in ſtating the evidence, and hi 
ſtrange caution in concluding againſt it; in the 
preface 10 Kuſter's edition: * If Dr. Mill (fay 
he in relation to ibis text) hath not concluded bo 
like a judicious critic, yet certainly He hath from 
himſelf to be a candid and ingenuous man, in 
zroducing the. arguments which effettually ovrr. 
turn his own opinion: nor would I impute it to 
his want of judgment, that he was not moved 
by the weight of the arguments, ſo much as 10 
See letter ſort of men, who are wont ſpitefully to reproath 
of Ar. La theſe who freely own the truth; as if they fa. 
2 Alert , vour'd I know. not what herefic tes, merely becauſe 
os the 25 they will not argue againſt em from corruptel 
phy. texts. Truly the beſt men are ſometimes under « 
| neceſſity of giving way to the reward, bie we 
muſt forgive. 
And yet at the ſame time I. willingly conlln, 
that his great en, his 1 — | 


+ Si acutom Critivum hic ſe minims preftit tit Millius, at 
certè ingenuum et candidum virum ſe oſtendit, in-proferends 
rationibus, quibus ſententia, quam ipſe amplexus eſt, evertitur. 
Nec tam ejus judicio aſcripſerim, — rationum pondere ſe 

permoveri non paſſus fit, quam f qui liberè veritatem ff 
feſſos maligne infamare ſolent, quaſi hæreſibus b mo 
'faverent, quia nolunt eas depravatis locis oppugnari. 
optimi 8 viri factioſis nonnihil 9 neceſſe ſept 
| 22 quod facile — Clerici E 50. de Editim 
illiana. | 


| 
| 
| 
| 
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his accurate Judgment, and worthy dgſn, in this 
noble undertaking, ſhall not fail to perpetuate his 


to remoteſt ages. Nor indeed is his judgment 
given in 7his point, but with the modeſty of one 
ready, upon better information, to alter it; which 
he ſeems to ſuſpe there might. be d for, in 
27 cloſe of hi- N R 


81 75 Cc H AP. IV. 
The Addreſs to both Houſes of Convocation 


"HATEVER reſtraints Dr. Ml, in bis 
private capacity, might lie under, from de- 
9 his mind more openly, they affect not your 
Lordſhips and the reverend Clergy in Convocation ; 
whom, with all the reſpect due to ſo venerabla a 
bedy, and with the humility of a ſupplicant, I 


of God; whether here be not ſufficient evidence 
that this text either certainly, or at leaſt very pro- 


S.. John, but unwarrantably 7bruft in in later 
times. And if ſo, whether from the conſcien- 
tious regards you bear to the ſacred Scriptures, 


without the leaſt affefation of being your monitor, 


Fo beſpeak your very ſerious thoughts upon theſe 
following conſiderations. 6 

I. Whether ſuch evidence, as is brought a- 
gainſt his verſe before us, would not be judg'd 


author whatever 8 Would not ſuch a paſlage pre - 


diſcere parato. 


3 


beſeeck to conſider of this matter, as in the /ight 


bably, never was originally in the holy writings of 


they ought not be purg'd of all ſuch injurious ad- 
ditions. In order to which, F pov me, I pray, 


or the arrogance ot an aſſuming difator; humbly 


137 6 


high eſteem, and very honourable remembrance 


by you ſufficient againſt any paſſage in any claſſic 


| 9 ſently | 
* Meliora, f quid melius certiulque dederit ange. dies, 


judge what is true and genuine, and what no! 


and impartiality well become us in his, which we 


be ſuppoſed that zhoſe, words ſnouꝰd not, at leaf 


nor to diminiſh, Deut. 4. 2. Prov. 30. 6. The 


may think or ſay. Whether the keeping 


haps come in with leſs guilt thro ignorance, than 


| lodged with the church; Rom. 3. 2. To them art 
e 920 Oracles of God; ; in thi 5 truſt off | 


An e into 4 


* "Wo pronounc d ſpurieus, and be. bro 
under à dejzatur by the, unapimous voice of ti 
critics, when they had ng. concern in it, but v 


Nay, would a cour; of judicature, allow [Any 24- 
ragraph to be good, in 3 as 5 77 equence 
for which no more, an nfl, ce ſo my 

can be fairly faid ? And will not e me ſincerij 


can not only well juſtify, hut commend in the 
examination of other writings 7 Shall we pre 
men to take that for evidence. here, which wil 
paſs no where elſe? 

2. Whether an awful: regard to that dreadful 
anathema, or denunciation left on record by 8. 
Jobn, Rev. 22. 18. againſt all who add to, or di 
miniſh from his writings, will permit you to be 
unconcern'd in the matter before you? It cannot 


by parity. of reaſon, concern his other writings, a 
well as the Revelation; eſpecially, when we: re- | 
member how general the precept was, not to ad/ 


threatning is very ſevere: God ſhall add to hin 
the plagues that are written in this boot, are words 
of ſo much terrour, as will ſufficiently juſtify your | 
Lerdſhips and the reverend Clergy's utmoſt caution | 
to avoid them; whatever more careleſs people 
in an 
unjuſt addition to the word of God, when "tis; cu 
part and in our power. to rectify it, comes or notj 
within the prohibition, none concern'd can think 
below their ſober conſideration. It might per- 


it can be kept in, when the fault is diſcover d. 
The Oracles of God are a: ſacred, depofitum | 


ft 


Authar ity0) 1 Jon 5. 7. 
that: they be kept zinviolable, and be. tranſmitted 
Ry terity pure 


itions:: whoſe authority is. ſo infinitely inferior 


1.53 


clean from: all known human 


10 the words of God, that they ought not know- 


ingly to be. incermix*d therewith 3 eſpecially by 
5 who are the flewards of the myſteries of | God, 
and who expect that others ſhould /zek tbę law at 


their mouths, of whom *tis requir'd that they be 


found faithful. 
Our twentieth article tells us, The 1 I lbe 


witneſs and keeper of 0 oly I/rit ; and therefore 
muſt not bear either falle or uncertain witneſs.in 
ſo ſolemn a matter, as to ſay ba- is Holy Writ,” 
which ſhe has t greateſk reaſon to judge is not 


jucb, *Tis.a diſmal thing to have it ſaid to your 
flocks, Thus faith the-Lord, when the\ Lord hath 
wt ſpoken it: and a hard 25 i js on him that 
reads 7his. in the church for St. * es 
"* doth. not. cliove it to a be i 2 


irn 


ns lang, 125 Yd, As current He ? Weak. peo- 


ple, I confeſs, may be apt to cry out of innova- 
lin (as upon s All forts. of 


reformation) That, reli- 


gion is ſubverted, that all is uncertain, &c. Arch- 


biop Laud once made {his fad complaint: 
* When errors are grown I age and continuance to 
fren 825 they which. ſpeak for he truth, tho it be 


ar older, are ordinarily challeng d for the . 
4 of new apinians: and. there is nd greater a 


15 A this, day in Chriſtendom, Sen 


may grieve a good man; but. muſt Teach 
Re or ad piety 2 15 be ſacrificed. to the ignorante 
TA erſenaſi of men? Muſt we then propheſy 
ſmoath.. things, only becauſe. 1285 love to 

bove it jo , not e erg with their er- 


rors, a 


8 Proc ageinf F iſher. 
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rors, becauſe they'll” murmurgagainſt us? Ie 


member St. Paul once made ſome of his friend; Wl in 

to become his enemies, by telling them the truth, tc 

Gal. 4. 16. God forbid that any of bis ſucceſſor; MI ti 

ſhould be fo diſcourag'd by it, as not to 7 5 ri 

truth, for fear of making men their enemies. Fe 

If fo, we ſhould appear to take more care of Wl - 

ourſelves, than of the intereſts of Chriſt and his Wl a 

religion. F y 

1 Fardon me, if I ſpeak with Bumble freedom, y 
what I think not of without real grief, that thi t 
falſe notion of peace has often well nigh ruin þe 
religion. Chriſtianity had never come in, if our 

: bleſſed Maſter had ſtifled the truth for fear of dif t 
quieting the family, by dividing the father againſt h 

the ſon, and the mother againſt the daughter, Luke | n 

12. 51, 52, 53. This political wiſdom, which Bl 

is firſt peaceable, and en, or never, is pure; « ll - 

juſt the reverſe of that wiſdom from-advve, whichs (l 

firſt pure. I it be poſſible, we muſt live peaceaty Wil 

with all men, Rom. 12. 18. but, we can do u. 0 

thing againſt the truth, ſays the ſame Apoſtle, Wil « 

2 Cor. 13. 8. % dvr muft give place to d &. qt 
— 8 

For true religion is never more in credit, than 7 

when her votaries, and eſpecially her guides and t 

teachers, who miniſter in her holy offices, deal ſin- 4 

cerely and openly in things appertaining to God: | 

Not walking in craftineſs, nor handling the word "7 

of God deceitfully, but by manifeſtation of the iruib 4 
commending themſelves to every man's conſcience in 

the fight of God. Not by putting falſe colours 4 

upon what they know they cannot juſtify, or ſeck- F 

ing to deceive men in ſacred matters; which 

2 being once diſcover'd, weak minds are apt to 4 
6 think the worſe of religion, for what is none of 
| Ber fault, but is acted in a plain violation of ber 
laws. - 


Nothing 


5 


Authority of 1 Jon 5. 7. 155 
Nothing will tend more to harden unbelievers 
in their unjuſt ſuſpicions and reproaches, than 
to ſee that no amendment can be obtain*d upon 
the moſt mani ſeſt diſcovery of an error; but that 
right or wrong, their teachers and guides will 
continue with reſolution, what they find came in zy 
miſtate. What will it avail for honeſt men to ſtudy 
and inquire after truib, when the convincing of men 
will not make them reform? As if reformation 
was ſuch an anreaſonable thing, that it were bet- 
ter to continue our faults, when ibty can't be for- 
ſalen with a general approb ation. 
In the caſe before you, tis 200 late to conceal 
the evidence againſt the text I have treated of ; it 
has been long obſerv'd, ft objected,” and much 
needs ſatisfaction. And if your Laraſbips and the 
Reverend Clergy ſhall pleaſe to inſtruct us, by , 
better evidence, that there is no wrong done to 
the tert of St. John; or, being convinced that 
there is, ſhall hereupon promote a juſt alteration 
of this in our printed books, according to all the 
reel manuſcripts, that ſo your people may fee 
that, ar leaſt, vou take ; it for doubtful; will not | 
| this upright method ſhew to the world, that you 
are fair and ingenuous beyond exception, and 
that you ſeek after #ruth in the love of it? This 
hall convince them that you are their faithful 
guides; which will enable you, in a very ſerious 
and not far diſtant hour, with St. Paul, (rich and 
happy in the ingſtimable treaſures of a good con- 
ſcience) to make that triumphant boaſt, That 
with ſimplicity and godly fincerity, and not with 
fieſbly, or worldly, wiſdom, by the grace of God, 
Jou baue atted towards the world, and towards 
Jour flocks. ©; cond Eh 
I éthink I may ſafely add, thatiwhat I propoſe, 
will greatly ſilence the cavils of tlie anti. ſerip- 
Iurifts; when they object the different readings in 


the 


o 


1 30 . : Inquiry inte a 
the e of the New' See To 


which tis a very good anſwer, that theſe diff. 
rences are only in cir 


cumſtances, or in matter: of 
very little conſequence to religion; and which iti 
morally im le ſhould be otherwiſe, in à 30 
ſo oſt tranſcrib'd; and in fo lobg a tract of time, 

In other inſtances tis truly fo 3 the differences ar 
very ſmall, as Dr. Mills collection of the vation 
readings doth abundantly ſhew.' But would not 

 - this anſwor be ſome what clearer and ſtronger; if 
Jjiuſtice were done to the tert in the point I hare 
argu'd ? I know not one inſlanre which interferes 

nh the aboveſaid anſter ſo much as bis. Hoy 
ſhall we ſay that 20g text. is of ſmall conſequente 
in religion, which is fo oft alledg'd by' preacher: 

and writers, as of eminent force in proof of 2 

fundamentul article of Chriſtianity * Is it not pity 

_  weſhouldineedlghy leave them ſuch an unjuſt pre- 
tence? Were it not better to cut off all occaſion 
from them, who ſeek occaſion to cenſure the bh 

Seriptures; when we can ſo truly and juſtly do it? 

beeauſe there really is no difference in 1 Groth 

copies, but all of them agree in wanting thi: | 
'werſe'; ſo that the objection pp than | 
it 1s, or than it ought to apprar. 

4. Doth not the fxth article of our church * 
clude. this vor ſe from being 4 part of thoſe boly 
— hich foe receives? for it tells us, thit 

ſhe underſtands: thoſe canonical 

| 1 of the Old 'and New Teftament, of whoſe a- 
thority was ntver any doubt in the church, Is not 
the caſe the ſatne with any part of thoſe books? 
And will any venture to ſay there never was, ot 
that at preſent there is not very great doubt of this 
verſe in the church? Whereas if there be a], 
doubt for ir, tis tlie mot cih ean be male of 


| Kees OIL en 


1 
— 14 
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Futbert, even in St. Cyprian 


as it was. 
what we may fairly expect in reaſon fhou 
thing, even of that 


Authority of 1 Jo 
2 Whether in aur 
a, val if by 4- jmaHer. or different 
2 viſi inguiſh'd. 
which there is far greater authority, than for th 
under conſideration??? Nay, hir is done in bis 
very Epiſtle of St. Fobm, ch. 2. v. 23. Dr. 440 
has ſhown that tho words, He-tbat acknowledges 
the bau, hath the Feobar alſo; are in ſeveral va» 
luable copies, and antient: ver fons, and in the 
too: and yet being 
wanting in many ather capies,. the wiſdom of #he 
church hath mark*d them for dubious, to ſhew haw 
cautious ſhe was: there, not ta put wrong or un- 
certain Scripture: upon Ber members. Yet Here 
is a text in the ſame which has not one 
quarter, nay, I think I may truly fay, has not 


* 7 


| axy of zbat authority for it; N 


in the /ame cafe, diſtinguiſh?d by ſinaller cburac · 


| ters, as of leſs cemrain authority, from the Ar- 
ning of the reformation: and now the | 
zun, this is advanc'd: into the 


caution 18 withg 
rank of wndoubred text, whereas the orber is left 
Which however ſerves to ſhew: us, 


done, by ſich a'texti as has/ne 
leſſer evidence, which hath not yet advanc'd che 


printed bibles ſame words 


as doubtſul, for 


Id be 


other into the undoubied tent. If there had nos 


been ſome more occaſion for one than for the aub¹] 
— poſſible 
te, 


they had boch main d in tha fame 
Therefore, 


6. It may rexdomibly; be endet ack 


there be 


Trinity were receiv'd abex as muchias now, = 
haps. more; and yet as Euthry would.mot put 3his 


any more evidence for this deut, ſince tha 
Reformation? The preſent current notions : oftbe 


into the tert in amy edition of hits German bible; 


nor durſt Nu llinger 


take it in, fo our old nis 
in _ VII Ps n rener 1 


= 


2 
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words of the ſeventh verſe, and the words in earth, 
in the eightb, in ſmall letters, and : ſometimes in 


a parenthgſis; to ſhew'they were not to be eſteem- 


ed of the ſame certain authority with the other 


parts of the Epiſtle, becauſe the manuſcripts want- 


ed them. In Queen Elizabeib's Bible, 1 566, 1 
find the ſame ; and her later Bibles were the rf 
which tool them in, as they now are, between 
1566, and 1380. but whether by the influence 
of the Convocation which interven'd, I know not, 
And if it was a dubious text then, ſome may aſk 


what further evidence ariſes ſince to have cauſed 


this change? Has any antient valuable Greek na- 


nuſcript newly appear d? Les; the moſt valuable 


of all, the Alexandrian manuſcript, has ſince that 
time been brought among us: but alas! his ha 


added great weight to the evidence againſt it. 


Befides, Eraſmus*s Britiſh copy, and the Complu- 
tenſian Teftament, and the miſtake about Sephens's 
ſeven manuſcripts, were not underſtood to be ſo 
void of all weight, as now they appear to be. If 
the firſt reformers then had as much evidence for 


it, and thought they had more than we can now 


think we have, and not ſo much to ſay againſt it 
as we; and yet they judg' d it but juſt to leave it 
doubtful : how is it that we ſhall juſtify heir ſuc- 


ceſſors, who have ventured upon what hey dared 


On 


o 55 55 1 
Nay, if your Lordſhips and the reverend Clergy 


don't think this text to be certainly ſpurious, | 


would humbly propoſe, whether it be not mo 


| likely to be ſo? And then whether it be not ſafer 


to put it out, than to keep it in the place tis in? 
Nay, whether it be not at leaſt dubious? and then 


"whether it ought not to be mark d as /uch, for your 


leis obſervation? I beſeech you, let us but 
obtain ſo much as I think yourſelves will, and as 
the firſt reformers did ſee to be juſt and reaſon- 
able, or convince us that this requeſt is not 4 
| — 


ro e To kw . . 


* 
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ae what remains, .but to ſit down, wonder, and 


deſpair ? *Tis but an eaſy ſtep, and will be well 


* to return to that which our frft re- 


formers wiſely and unblameably did. It can be 


no reproach to be as juſt to the people as they 


which has been alter*d without reaſon. | 

7. Laſtly, the great importance of the ſub- 
jet. matter of this much-doubted text, well de- 
ſerves your moſt impartial judgment upon it. 
The doctrine of the bleſſed Trinity is purely de- 

ndent on revelation; variouſly underſtood by 
Chriſtians, both of the Clergy and Laity ; oy 
bound upon the Members of the church by very 
direful anathemas, "ſcarce any more terrible, ex- 
cept that of St. John againſt ſuch as ſhall add to 
or take from his writings. Now ſince it is to 
the Scriptures, that you make appeal for proof 
of this Doctrine, and for the right underſtanding 
of it; it is moſt juſt that in ſo ſolemn a matter 
you warn your flocks not to be miſled, by miſ- 
taking an unwarranted modern addition for an 
inſpired oracle. 

-I pretend not to gn any interpretation of 
the words, till their authority be prov'd: but 
moſt judicious expoſitors underſtand theſe three 


were; and to return again with reaſon, to that 


are one, of an unity of conſent, or in witnelſs- 


bearing ; as Bullinger, Calvin, Beza, and many 
other, both Proteſtant and Popiſb writers. 


But let em ſignify much or little, in the con- 


 troverly about the philoſophical nature of the 


three perſons ;, yet as they are always likely to be 
drawn into the ſervice of what is moſt prevalent 
and current, ſo it is certain the common people 
have their eyes upon this, more than on any un- 
doubted text in the Bible, in this controverſy. 
And ſo far they muſt be deceiv'd, i, it be ſpu- 
rious. And it is in your Lordſbips and the Clergy” O 


aver to let em know it, and to em to 
| _ other 
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other texts, which vou can aſit them re ee 
nuine. , en eee 
Nor is chere ay doubt to de rhade, Vir the 
people think ſome branches of the Liturgy hatt 
Lines main foundation on this one doubted text 
When they hear, three perſons and one God, in 
the fourth petition of the Litam; and who with 
thee and the Holy Ghoſt ever livetb and reipneth ou 
God, in the Dorologies; they think nothing ij 
the New 7 Namen: ſo like it as this dubious text. 
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And will you not think it great pity, that c 
your people ſhou'd build fo weighty things on 90 


ſuch a ſlender foundation, if Jour ſelves ſo judge | th 


it! 9 | 

Tpeate , becpſe I Mos 1er ay 4% WP 
text that diretihy or clearly ſays the ſame thin Up 
viz. that the Father, Word and Spirit, are 1 4 
They are not Join'd in one doxolopy, nor indeed 1 
do I find any given to the Holy 9 221 in the Vw WW 
Teftament, either jointly or ſeparately ; much les. 1 
4 the Spirit ſaid to be one with the Father and 0 
ide Son. I read of one Spirit, one Lord, one Gul 
and Father, Eph. 4. but not that theſe three art 1 

one, And if there be no other text which ; 

fays this, it is not the more likely to have ie 

been St. Fobr's ſaying here; but the more grit ſy 

vous to have it inferred by any who had not Bi 
. bis authority, by 
Whether, upon the whots: this paſſage wal 1 
by your direction, in out printed books, be fairly Wi h 
Is 
j 
ws 
6 
gl 


1 | diſoum d and mark'd as formerly, or better vind- 
i cated, I know not: but if neither of theſe be done, 
=: and if preachers and writers ſtill go on, without 
=. - due regard to juſtice and their own efteem, to urge 
Ui this as an authority, after all that is ſaid to ſhew it 
ll - 4 none; 1 apprehend, there are many 'undet- 
= landing Chri 0p will be apt to think A ate 
© +. WM fair dealt vid. 
| 


N e ** 
And I hope it ſhall not be chought an. 


from any want of due veneration for yo Lord- 


*. Nx It An; 
: % : 
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tures, which they « are gon ne dwell with an 


WT Ebb. ſhall excite many of Jour 
, 2 4 „as well as of the Gig, 255 
„ 

8 tions in this matter. 


I ſhall. only ſet down the advice; and requeſt 
of Bugenhagius, a Lutheran Divine: having ob- 
ſerv'd this verſe to be put in, without any rea- 
ſonable pretence of authority, and having ex- 
750 7 againſt i gs a, in 122 1 — 5 
the ſacre Feri ure, and what ( 8. | 
the Arians bl, 77 5 and therefore ſuſpected was 
their contrivance; he concludes, '® I beſeech the 
frinters, and ſuch learned men as are aiding 10 
them, that when at amy time hereafter they ale. 
print ' the Greek Teftament, they leave out . . . 
oY, and ſo reftore the Greek to its former | 


rin, for {be love of truth, and the glory of Go 

th which requeſt, T humbly e your Lord- 
hips and ee Clergy will ſee great reaſon 
6 ppply 3. andthe rather, becauſe I am inftruc- 

by. a voy great +- Prelate (who was once 
rl bead 9 f /uch a convocation, and very tender 
of the, church's honour) That the church is not fo 
bound up, that He may not, an Juſt and farther 
evidence, reviſe a what may in any caſe have ſlipt 
by ber. Whither” this be not obe © "thoſe caſes, 
5 ſubmitted” to your impartial. and diſcerning 
judgment. Hy 


gitur Chalcogra hos et . Viros a Chal- 
open 244 ut Lene weinen, f. — ex- 
aulerdum eſt, nillam additionem pmigant, et! ita reſtityanr— 
7 a F r , propter veritatem, yo. 


9 ee i 


A Posrscaier, in i anfoer 70 1 er. 


cuſes offer d 70 take Y the 12 y 
Fu an 


| 4 
'S., Te 


Jong od the 470% 1 „I have nigh vl. 
your Lordſhips and the reverend Clergy, \s 0 
the matter of it ſo reaſonable and neceſſary, all 
may with ſo much good conſcience and juſticen 
truth be comply d with; that I am emboldeni 
again to renew it, with the earneſtneſs which be 
comes a matter of ſo great importance , to te 
honour of our holy religion. 
It might indeed in your wiſdom ſeem met 
to wait .a-while, to, ſee what could be faid i 
defence of. the words, which are charg'd to be 
an interpolation of the true and ſacred ten, 
before the convocation ſhould determine what to 
do with them. But ſince no man has attemptel 
it to any pur oſe, and all ſeem ſilent under the 
imputation of ſo great a wrong done to the hol 
Scripture and the Church of God; and ſince] cn 
learn nothing. from the public, either from th 
convocation or the preſs, why our common bibls 
ſhould not in this place be regulated according 
to the true original, as I have humbly propoſed; 
T have inquired in private what any of the Cley 
or others have to ſay in excuſe of it. And 110 
I do not think the reverend Biſhops or Gap 0 
convocation will abide by any fuch fender apo 
gies, yet for the — of private 21 


az 


7 Kd” « nas as tes ? TY 2 
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| will ſet them. down here, and conſider the force 
«em. e 


to ſay *tis given up, while | "tis read undiſtin- 
guiſh'd in the Aire and urged from the pul- 
pit, in proof of a fundamental point of religion: 
and while commentators ſtill deliver it as their 
opinion that *tis genuine, and according to the 
true original of St. John, Which Dr. Wells, 


n x" — 83 a * 3 
bo without anſwering the arguments againſt it, 
nd therefore without juſt reaſon, has not feared 


to do, in his late Expoſition of chis epiſtle; and 
het he is one who has appear'd in the controverſy 
this ſext relates to, and has had the arguments 
2gainſt its genuineneſs laid before him, in Dr. 
Clark's letter 1 him, and therefore ought to 
haye conſidered- this * and if he could, 
Je. Se os . tO 
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An Inquiry into the © 
to have anſwered the arguments that lie agand 


his bare affertion. SAL 
Erxcuſe 2, Others fay, the words may ſtand 
| as they do, becauſe if St. John has not ſaid then, 


yet other texts ſay the ſame thing. 
Reſp. *Tis — ſo ＋ has been ſaid alreaqh, 
p. 160. I never found any ſeriouſly pretend d 
it; only that they could by conſequence infe 
the like, as they imagined ; and others deny it. 
And muſt a doubtful! conſequence of one text be 


_ thruſt into another part of Scripture as en 


text? What Scripture ſhall we have at this rats, 
if every Church or party may put their diſs. 
table interprerations into the ſacred text? Som 
may think three infinite minds to be proved by 


good conſequence (as they imagine) from ſoit 


texts; others thar- three mfinite modes are the three 


perſons, Father, Sen, and Holy Spirit: ſhall thi 


therefore be put into the text, viz. Aud thi 


three infinite Minds are one, or theſe three inn 


Modes are one? I ſee not but the ſame apoloy 
would ſerve them as well, as it does in the pr 
fent cafe, We are not ſeeking what other text 


may imply, but what St. John has expr 


| ſaid 


Excuſe 3. Others fay, that St. Cyprian (01 


whoſe miſtaken authority the cauſe has chief 


reſted hitherto) does however own the ſenſe of thiſ 
words, if he did not find them in the text; ſince le 
makes it the interpretation of the next words, i 
which he judg'd St. Fobn to have ſaid the fant 
1 , What if St. Opis 0 
Reſp. t if St. Cyprian did ſuppoſe fo, va 
that 2 Water, Blood, and Ped wet be ac- 


| commodated to the Father, Son, (for he dos 


not ſay the Word) and Spirit? Shall St. Cyprian 


little fancy be put into the text? Is St. Cyprian? 


authority as good as St. John's ? I inquire 4 


Authority of x: Joun, 5 5. 7. 


705 has ſaid, and theſe men tell me only 
hat Cyprian ſays. If Cyprian had any 


aſons for ſuch an interpretation of the three 


's text, about the Water, Blood, and en, 
ands undoubted, there will always be this pr 


e followers of St. Cyprian, in all the clearneſs 


en let it only rom theſe genuine 
vords of St. Jobm, * 2 not the . N . d infe- 
ace be thruſt into the text, to it paſs 
ore current; ſince a human inference may with 
deſty be queſtioned, when 2 divine oracle is 
immediately affented to as ſacred. | 
1 4. Laltly, Some think it beſt to bare 
t paſs for the printer s fault, in omitting to put 


ny order. 


Reſp. But are not the reverend 3 


of the d depofitum of the holy Scriptures, 
that they. be kept undepraved for the edification 
of their flocks ? Have they not had time ſuffi- 
cient, theſe — N more, to eſpy this 
fault, and to amend. if Nay, tis plain they have 
approv'd i it, for tis read in yolks are as ſacred 
Text; 'tis oft preach'd on, and alledg'd in 


„ Q 0. ». TIS = 52a mam @&O 7 5 5 
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damental article of the Chriſtian Faith. Add to 
this, that our Bible has been reviſed and amend- 
ed by the new tranſlators, ſince this interpolation 


was. So that think the fault is taken off from 
the Printers; and where it ought next to be 
lad, is an inquiry which I humbly hope your 


_ — „ * kl - 


LY F to 


f the 7] rinity in Unity rr fate and found jd f 
nd ſtrength it beg. f Se * s time, But 


words in fmall e as was uſual, Gera f 


proof even of hs; is accounted the molt fun- 


Lor ardbips and OY reverend Clergy, 1 in faithfulneſs 
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Ameſſes in the next words, 1 hope they will - 
ll be heard, when produced; and fo 1K as 


he Cler the overſeers both of the Church, and 


crept in; and yet they have continued it as it 


166 


rit gave it, rather than deſire to have it amend 


_ right, but I bate every falſe way. 


to your flocks, and in love to th 


| wholly ſuperſede as heedleſs: that inſtead of ſul 


moſt venerable order would have given an anſwer t6'thaty 


* 


* 
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An Inquiry, &c. 


the 'earneſt deſires of the very Laity &, will 
an effectual and timely amendment of the miſtale 


* 


poor excuſes and evaſions, men may be taugt 


* 


honeſtly, to confeſs the truth, and to be conte 


£ 


with the ſacred Text, as God and his Holy $j 


ed, better to ſuit their own ſchemes and fancie, 
Palm 119. 128, 7 efteem all thy precepts uh 


Ser the Layman's Addreſs to the Biſhops and Clergy, jy 
18. We flatter d ourſelves, ſome or other of your Trarud ul 


quiry, (i e. into 1 John 5. 7.) but inſtead of. that, we hon 
of late been alarmed with reports, that a very learned Crit, 
a member of the lower-houſe, Dr. Bentley, Maſter of T rinity 
College, being an Archdeacon, is upon an edition of the Gi 
Zeſtament, and intends to omit that Text, And ave feemthin 
in defence thereof, but a ſhort letter wuritten on that occafa 
fo the Doctor, by 4 Layman. This therefore wwe humbly py 
may be taken into conſideration. n ah 
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Mr. ./ ſarlin. 8 -Criticat Diſſer- 1 
tation on 1 Jobn 5. 7. There are 
_ Three that tear Record, Sc. 
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Th. Inſufficiency: of his proof, Fo 1 


he he Errors of his 95 Suppofitions ;, by which 
1 attempts to eſtabliſh the Authority of 


that Text kom RENE n _ 
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14 250 bo {any — 8 * | 
425 PW A have ſaid more upon the Point, 
tho 5500 ſome would have c choſen to ſay les, | : 
The extract of my inquiry in the Hague-jour- 
nal ſeems to have given the occafion of hrs diſ- 
ſertation. I had traced the learned Dr. Mill, 
116 widas, To whoſe accurate labours, little that 
was new could be added. What few remarks 1 
may have made, to clear or ſtrengthen ſome 
arguments, Mr. Martin has oi  akvays t taken 
notice of ; ſo that I thought at firſt he bad on- 
h ſeen the extract, wall 70 er ved he has cited 
the Pages, which are not inſerted in the journal. 
ommend bis pious zeal for the credit of 
the Holy N but do not think bis in- 
ference juſt, viz. that, if the Text in debate 
be frund not genume, i is rational to ſuppoſe 
the fame thing may have happened to ſome 
other Texts, whereon the . Nec has been 
founded. For if our Faith be juſtly founded 
ufon any Text, tis becauſe we have better 
proof of its authority; and if we have mt, 
'tis not faith but credulity, which is no 
N virtue. And I believe this Gen- 
tleman cannot give ſuch another instance of 
one ee "ext * d on, which is not 


better 


170 


Since therefore he agrees 


*. 


John's Epiſtle, and that nothing elſe can br 
urged; when we do urge the omiſſion. of all 
the Greek manuſcripts, and earneſtly dejire 
Bim to direct us at leaſt to one; before he bars 
as of this plea, and alſo the omiſſion in al 
the genuine antient Greek Writers, as far 
43 appears. And till this examinatron le 
ober, and full fatisfafion given, he fhould 
not, I think, have called it. one of the moſt 
excellent paſſages of the whole Scripture, 
'Jeft be happen to give the preference to a. die. 
tate of ſome. vrdinary and erroneous man. 
Hure ver Ican't ſaybut Mr. Martin haswrit- 
len with decency,' and the civility of a Gentk- 
man; but ſuch treatment mit not, it ſeems, be 
cs epa 


* 


. 


The Pane a . 1 


expected from all. "xj from' the 1 pulpit, 86+" | 
public lefture 0 "Diflenters, 2 Ur Been vb 
7 lately attac. 4 with heavy cenſures, ah 
angry reproaches, in order to vindicute this 
conteſted Text.” I feems tha Hr. Calamy? 
on the 1 3th} inſtant, thought 1. the beſt method” 
to begin with mens cats "rather than 
with their arguments, a 27 70 tell bis 
frople, that very good Men bad been for- the” 
Text, and ſome very bad or eee, ones * 
againſt it: Aud then be e i 7b Phr E. 
chlars; viz. Mr. Le Clefc, Mr: Whiſtön, 
and F. 5 1, as the 2 * the oßpoer 
fide, who for ple fy | "and learning were not fo be 
ane 


compared with fame of this other”; tho they are 
wh known to be men o 7 Pperibr 6 chile, 
and ſingular. larnin} , of whom, 1 "Des © 
fide, perhaps he would ave "Hoa jet | with e 


Seat glory. 
As to myſelf, it only complain, that SE u 


not very C arita ble in him to fay "fron the 
pulpit, -That tho it's true the Text is not In 
the Alexandrian. and Vatican copies," 
that T (under the name of tlie Author of the 
Inquiry 7) had ſuch an averfion'to that doc 
2 "Ht if the Text had been in thoſe 
copies, and twenty more, ¶ I thin that was. 
the nuniber) he believed 1 would cavil againſt 
it ſtill; and infinuated to the people, as L 
had attempted to huff 2 | hector em out 
e ü ( 
addreſſed my Ing of 70 Ces 1 
CLE, F > 7 iy 4 2 ſpe 4 huf- 
bog and a Ne manner, I ſpould be very. 


forry, 
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WT he fo 6 very uncharits. 
would have done, and 
e atted 4 gainſt n the 4. eatgt 
„ the cafe, 

Ly can't. ſhew wh Bos I bave 
cavilt'd again} F ſuch, evidence as he mention'd, 
? any. one ew of religious diſpute. I can 


„„ 


ueral inflances where 155 yielded | 
evidence againſt my. former rehgious bi- 
nions, and againſt my worldly intereſt and 
reputation. too: nay, I once valued this ſup- 7 
poſed Text, as much as I can now any 
of its being ſpurious ; perhaps much more, be. 
cn Tar e it for 
han 1 do now to get char of it : * 
* 3 evidence fid appear . Sind it, 
we” . 8 7 1 2 af 
appea bo. ang one 0 under, anding, be. 
ber: John 10. 30. 1 and my Father are one, 


Fo nat altogether as oppoſite to the opinion of 


fuch . as. are counted. Arians, with relation to 
the, Deity of Chriſt, as this other Text; and 
yet do Tor atbers cavil at that? 


I think this ſhould convince any man win 1 


15 not too far gone in paſſion and prejudice, that 


"tis difference of. evidence makes me _ 


ling to admit the one, and reject the of 2 


er there it an mare lg N indeed 


LOOSE et et 


{ we 5 Oo 


| "The sin 5 173 
none at allj in recunciling tbe ane 10 
e 3 . indeed . | 
in t. ſentiments while I did 
2 but thought it more pro- 
bably Sanne, c ere I thenk * 
that © can heartily believe the words genuine 
think it af Vor another 48 diſbeliere an 
tho' be found em in al. 105 
# may be objerved bow rer ſome: are to. 
inflame thetr people with indignation \and 
n as differ from them, au 
that in matters they are:no way: capable gudges 
r 
_ wit ares „ 
Zr thee ane of hgh 
fd 0 2 kind indulgence granted, viz. 
to fallfo foul upon others, even before - 
was quite finiſhed. I ſuppoſe, to cenjure:and . 
leſen by name or marks, 15:8 liberty which 
kindeft laws never mntentted : When theſe - 
provided that Diſſenters ſhould nothe a1/turb- 
ed by others,” it war ſuppoſed others ſhould not 
2 1 N -Teflexions ws 
' Why can't a point of iticiſm, 
or an opinion be calmly u 2 G i 4 
man go into a pulpit without heat and r 
and there produce his evidences fairly? If he 
can find none that pleaſe him, be need. not. le 
forward to undertake it, but ſhould not be out 
of humour ; by which is great odds,” but be 
will expoſe one more than he intended. _ 


LS 
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—— -with his argument, for indeed 
they were” deferred till the next; and if his 
_ reaſons be-as ferong in his next un at chung bt 
his'paſfiens were in the laſt,- it will male mac 
more impreſſion on me. And J. promiſe hin 
chat i he will ry me b dur half the evi- 
dence, nay with one quarter f tbe tw 
Greek manuſcripts, which'he concluded T 55 
cavil againſt, he ſhall find Jam not ſo perverſe. 
as he repreſented me. And when be gratifin 
the: world with theſe diſcourſes; if he will 
come forth as. a ſcholar, or rather as a Cbri- 
 Wrian, ſerene and ingenuons, and I ſhould judge 
1 5 17 requifite to take any notice 'of tbem; I af- 
ſure him I am not fo diſturbed, but that I. res. 
1 intend to uſe more temper und civility out 
afths pulpit, than I have ſometimes ſeen in 
2 Tim. 2. it? I remember the ſervant of the Lord 
4» 25- muſt not ſtrive, but in meckinels inſtruc 
+ theſe who op . 

Tam ſo 775 that wittory, 5 in angry An : 
eee le ftrifes, even for truth itſelf, how: 
ever it may gratify our preſent vanity, is yet 
inglorious ; and ſo injurious to the intereſts of 
our holy religion, that I am ready to fear, 
what a certain General is ſaid to have re. 
fly d, when congratulated upon à great but 
coftly Oy Lo 1 4 ew ou vidories will | 
undo us. 4 
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An Aer, t A. Märtintt 


Diſſertations on rx John 8 755 


The INTRODUCTION: 


R. MARTIN, Miniſter of the Bench 
church at Utrechz, having publiſhed a 
1 Difertation in defence of the genuine 

authority of 1 Jahn g. 5. There. are Three that 


bear record in heaven, &c. herein he pretends co 


give a ſufficient proof of its auchority, and t 
enervate the arguments, given by me from D. 


Mill, of its being a manifeſt interpolation; I 


thought it proper to conſider what he hath faid 
and to diſpel that miſt, wherewith, by ſpecious 
inſinuations, and. fine luppoſitions, and ſmooth 


turns, he has endeavoured 0 impoſe; upon the 


minds of ſuch as do not: thorowly. underſtand. the 


matters of fact. 


This Gentleman is REA to — 1 Defence. by 


an opinion of the mighty conſequence of this 
ſuppoſed text for the ſupport of the orihodox doc- 


tine; and is therefore very earneſt nor to let go 


his hold of it, tho he pretends indeed the ſame 


thing is to be found in mam other, places of boly 


Scripture 5 which yet 1 h he has ſo 
diſtruſt of. -., pd we 


23 w# 4; 1 * 


For my part, 1 
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h uk 1. am no. way inffuen iced ; 
by a wy Tuch OE motive, in writing on 1 | 
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455 An Anſwer to My. Martin's 
other fide of the queſtion, being full 4 
that the words, if genuine, were as Ten 

to thoſe call'd Arians, as to any ; and cles 
would argue . againſt. the Sg uxlly of 
Angle mind, or one intelligent being; becauſe that 
would make the three witneſſes to dwindle again 
into hut one, and ſo to loſe much of the force of 
1 be. the argument from three. And therefore Calvis 
and Beza declare, that tis not unity ef being i 
here ſpoken of, but unity of conſent and teſtinom; 
which I think will imply diſtint minds concurring 
in their evidence, fince conſent is always be. 
tween more than one: So that it injures Mr. 
Martin's cauſe to depend on ſuch a Proof; 9 
„ c I 
I am only concerned to do juſtice-to the Show 
"Writings, and to diſcover what is true in itſel, 
not what is convenient or-agreeable to my liking. 
And as my deſign af frft was to ſtate the fason 
Dr. Mill's e ſo I judge I did make it ap- 
pear that he had left no foundation for my ju 
ſupport of the authority of this ſuppoſed text: But 
yet if any new evidence ariſes, or any well artets 
authorities, or, hitherto concealed. manuſcript; 
of credit can be produced, I am as ready as any 
man to allow them a due regard. But Mr. Mar- 
tin has not tried me, I conceive, with any ſuch 
matters as theſe; but with fine ſeppafrions, and 
abſtracted poſſibilities, of this and the other thing. 
which in a . — of fact will not go vey" far 
againſt plain evidence. : 
He ſuppoſes the words in debate might not 
harm the context, nor diſagree to St. Joby's ſtyle: | 
but what is this to the purpoſe, to prove that iu 
fu they were originally written by bim? Ts 
ſo eaſy one fetch or other, according to mens 
© various fancies, to wind almoſt any thing into at 


{4 Hoe non oft confemtes alem, ſed ſuſpectam reddere, fi 
nobis hujuſmodi lemmatis blandiamur. Era, in locum. 


= 


| obſcure content" when once it is Se sel it nu. 

be in; that I take ſue arguments to be but.tri- = 
fing ſupplements, where good reaſons are want- 
ing. But then as co what he calls a third ad- 


| verfaries cannot produce one Jingle Paſſage from the 
atttients, whence it may appear that they had any 
ſuſpicion concerning tbis text; Tt may be ſaid the 
it had been indeed ſtrange, if any had made a 
diſpute about a text, which they had never ſeen 
or heard of; which I think 1s true of the primitive 
writers for many centuries: and for others ſince, 
tis no wonder if, creeping into private books in 
ages of darkneſs and confuſion, we find no no- 
tice remaining of any oppoſition of theirs to what 
did not offend them. £7 
On the other hand, there are theee: great a 
advantages whieh Mr. Martin labours and ſin 
wn and which are fatal to tus cauſe. 


nap. "wg 


The en Mr. Martin nner andy * 
1. In not being able to produce one antient 
genuine Greek writer, 0h cites the text. 
2. Nor one antient Greek manuſcript, 
where the text is this day to be found. 
Nor one credible witneſs that ſays di- 
realy he had ever JP St a ayers pt. 


J non Wb PS 
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'E bus not A ved one genuine Gree 

writer, that ever cited this text, thro fo 
| many hundredeof years, Even the ſpurious Synopfis 
Scripture among Atbangſius's works, by ſaying 
that St, John ſhews us the unity of the Son with the 
| Father, gives no ground to ſay that this uncer- 
tain author had this text in his eye; probably it 
8 UI, | M refers 


\ 


vantage in favour of the text, viz, That his ad- Chap. 11 


El An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 


refers rather to ſome other paſſages, to chap, 2 t 
23. or to the 8th verſe of this gth chapter myſticaly and 
5 interpreted, Sc. However, who, . or. at wha WY 
. time, this author, ban e on Lots; bo 
is not known. | gl de 
2. He cannot direct us to. one antient . 
ſcript Greek copy in the world, where this yext i 
at this day to be found; and yet the manuſcript 
have been in very ſafe keeping with the ortho. Wi, ” 
dox all along, ſo that if ever they had been fe bs 
with 51s text in them, they might be ſo till, I 400 
Arian Kings and Emperors had borne the ſway, d 
ſmould have had it confidently ſaid, by men «f 
light thought, that then it was theſe manuſcrip 
of Stephens,. and the Britiſh manuſcripts, and te 
Vatican manuſcripts, Sc. were alter'd, and tit 
words raſcd out, as now they vainly pretend i 
might be of old: but who has alter d them a 
now ſince the Reformation 
. He has not produced one credible vie, 
that ever directly ſaid he had at any time ſeen an 
5 one particular Greek manuſcript, in which bis tex 
was; or deſcribed it by any mark of diſtinction, 
by which it may be known upon inquiry after i. 
We have ſeveral indefinite aſſertions, that. il i 
and that we find it, and the like, in ſome copies, 
as Beza and F. Amelat ſpeak ; but that they fas 
it themſelves, and took it not from others upon 


looſe preſumption, is, I think, not once ful) WW al 
manifeſted: and it fienified nothing to mention 2 
Ximenes, and Cajetan, and Laurentius Valia, and Wi th 
more ſuch, only to maKe a pompous ſhow of nane tt 
and numbers for nothing; when it is not proved n 
they ſay any thing to the point in hand: and one tt 
may ſay of them all, as Eraſinus of Laurentius Valle, Will a 


Quid legerit, non ſatis liguet ; How Valla read, i 
not evident. But of this matter ſomewhat more 


particular ſhall be ſaid, when I come to examine 
3 ER 


. N * 


br, „nat Mr. Martin ſays of the Greek maxiſtripts; 
And indeed, 'tis only on this Fhird head that I 

1 ed much to concern myſelf; for as to the 2 

4, ermer points, he makes no great defence; the 
enuine Greek writers, and the preſent Greet ma- 

* uſcripts are not to be found, nor are ſo much as 
ammoned in for witneſſes on his fide. ee. 
i Indeed, Mr. Martin would fain invalidate this par. 2. 


reek Fathers, and that of the Latins too, for 
400 years, (for he has not proved S. Cyprian s 
words to be more than his interpretation of the 
8th ver. as Facundus, yea and Fulgentius too, as 


aliens, which are loſt; or that it might not come 
into their minds to mention them; even as that 
text of baptizing in tbe name of the Fathers Son, 
and Spirit, was not mention'd by ſome of them, 
in ſeveral of their works, where it might have been 
nt is this like the caſe we are upon? For as 
thiſe words were not ſo. peculiarly neceſſary for 
their purpoſe againſt any adverſaries they had 
to do with; ſo it is granted, that if they were 
omitted in one part of the writings, they are ſtil} 
alledg*d in another; or if by one writer, yet they 
are cited by others, both Greek and Latin; and 


manuſcripts to back it all. Now is this, or any 


the text in diſpute is not once mention d, neither 


ther in one part of their works, nor in another; 
and where they had ſuch provoking frequent oc- 


them, and always, forgetful of ſo proper a text; 
a text ſo emphatical and ſo ſingular, ſuch an one 
- - et” © that 


allo have the concurrence. of the antient Greek 


ative argument from the total ſilence of the Ch. 3. 


| had ſhown, do declare them to be) by pretend: P. 139. 
ing chat they might be in other writings of the 


thing like it, to be ſaid in the preſent caſe? where 


n one genuine Greek writer nor in another; nei- 


caſions, as would not ſuffer them to be, all of 


0 6 An Anſeber to Mr. Manic, 


that Mr. Martin, and ſome others, "carinbt u tim 
ho to ſpare; and where all the Greek manuſerigy 
known to us, are as filent as the Greek e 
and the Latins too for many ages. 
gative argument be ſtronger ? Or can hind GG 
any but negative arguments to prove a negative! 
And ſhall it be enough not to anſwer, but ev 
ſuch” proof by. ſtrange ſuppoſitions of exe 
poſſibilities of ſuch wary, te to which e tl 
ike a never per happened * BE: 


Jo CHAP. 245; = 7 
1. The Pate of the old Latin Bibles, 3 9 
St. Jerom's pretended Preface. 50 0 
_ the old Italic Verſion, and the teftimonini 
"Victor Vitenſis, Cyprian, and Eucherim 


Secr. J. R. Martin's 2d, 3d, and 4th chapters u 
Ol 12. nothing but a Proof, by a long ſeries fron 
Bib. the 14th age backwards to the time of Churk 
main, that ihis text was in the Latin Biblesn 
theſe Weſtern parts; ſo that he pleaſes him 
with tracing it up to the end of the eighth century 
in the Latin copy: which yet is no more that 
has been freely allow'd on all ſides; I mean tha 
this text has from that age been found in dun 
Latin copies, not in all, or inthe moſt : the near! 
they were to our preſent times, the more the 
agreed in this point; and the higher we go, the 
evidence appears weaker and weaker, till at al, 
without the, help of a ſtrong fancy, | we can di- 

cern none at all. i 
And even in theſe Latin Bibles it is is confek', 
that'tbis tert is in various ſhapes; in ſome tht 
words in heaven are wanting; in others, th 
bree are one; and in ſome the whole verſe 5 fon 
times the 8th verſe comes before it, and fone 


times it is as in our pro/ent Printed books; ſome: 
time 
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ferration' on 1 Joan 5. 7. 28 
times it is in the text, and fometimes in the mim | 
And tho Father Simon owns the words to be in > 
hat antient manuſcript of Lotharius, copied from , 
barlemain's Bibles, © yet he ſays, chat ir das Crit. Hip. 
reatl dixfigtured, ſome words interlin d, and ſom ofthe text, 
bar, to fabftitute other words in thet places” 
6 that he might well reckort 257 to be of leſs an 
ent authorityz- thart-the'40dy of the copy and 
herefore there was no great reaſon here to tri- 
mph over him as contradiBing be, e 
den marks of confafien'feem plainly to-ſhew;, © 
that this ert had, as yet, been a ſtranger there, 
and had not any fixed ſettlement aſſigned to it, per. 
haps in St. Bernard's time, viz. in the XIth age; it 
might be got in to the Ordo Romanus, and the off. 
ces of the church, both Zatin and Greek even as in 
England, I find theſs fame words were introduced 
mong the 2p7fHes in the Common-prayer of King 
Eoart Vit, without any mark of ſuſpicion, 
white at the fame time, and long after, they were 
marked for doubtful in the public and common 
Bibles. So that it does not always follow from 
a text's being quoted, or being brought into the 
Mees of a church, or placed” in the B## itſelf, 
that it was received as undoubtedly genuine, be- 
cauſe the offices of the" church are ſometimes apt, 3 
35 we fee, to out-run their Bible; and poſterity Mi 
vill be abuſed, if any, in after ages; ſhall' per- 
fuade them, that the Exgliſb church of this or tie 
laft age, prefer'd the old reading of Pſalm 105. 
28. And they were not obedient to his word, mere- 
ly becauſe it-js retainꝰd in the church"s office or 
Falter; when it is ſo well known, that all our 
more common, and publicly authorized Bibles, 
have for above an hundred years maintained the 
reading, which is juſt” contrary to it, "viz; And 
they rebelled not againſt his word. So that it would 
be a wrong ſtep to ſuppoſe our zeab for unifor- . 
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Part. I. 
Chap. 3. 


mity had been carried ſo far as this; I mean, y 
an exact agreement of the church-ſervice with 
But what tho this text were found to be d 
rectly in the Bible of Charlemain, which Fate 
Simon oppoſes not? Will this prove it to hay 


been in the Greek, manuſcripts at that time? h 


the Latin for certain it has lot g been, and 
now in many other verſions z and yet we hayeng 


found hitherto one Greek manuſcript F, by whi 


Ann. 798. cauſed the yulgar Latin Bible to u 
review'd and purged of many errors and corny- 
tions, that had crept into it ſince St. Feram's tine; 
and to that end employ d. Acuin and other lead 


to juſtify it: And therefore tho C Barlemain, abou 


men of that age, it will not prove they had the 


authority of any Greek manuſcript to warrant thi 
text, as Mr, Martin would have us ta ſuppoſe. [ 
is not to be imagined, ſays he, that theſe Itamu 
men won d only conſult and compare with the Lain 
copies; they wou d go, without doubt, to the origi 
Greek of the New Teſtament : and pleaſantly aſk 
if Father Simon himſelf (had he been one of them) 
would have put in THIS TEXT upon the credit if 
a few copies only among many, ke. 
But it is abſurd to think, the men of hat ax: 
2wou?d or cou'd take ſuch meaſures as the learned 


of the preſent age wou'd; for as the Greek mat 
ſcripis were probably very rare, and hard to be 
come at in the Weſtern parts, ſo the learned af 


thoſe times had ſcarce any thing of that critical 
{kill, or genius, which theſe later ages have ar: 
rived: at, and which is ſo neceſſary for ſuch 4 
work: It does not appear that they took the pains 
to compare with ſo much as one Greek manuſcrii. 


which if they had had before em as their nut 


1 One is fince found at Dublin, but is eyidently of a modem 


fate, dee Reply, cap, 5. 


| : then, 
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Diſſertation'on x Joun 5. 7. 
then, and had made ſuch account of, it mig 
probably have been ſtill Preſerved to us: but 
25 we have no ſuch manuſcript to be now found, 


8 


or: that has been ſeen, as far as we know, for 
any, of the ages paſt between us and them; ſo 
it * not appear there ever was ſuch in iche 5 
world. Nay, if. they-follow'd one, or a few, 


even of the Latin manuſcripts, where different 


from the moſt and beſt; I think it js no great won- 


der, J am fatisfy*&+this' has been often done, 
viz; to prefer the reading, that has pleaſed beſt, 


when againſt. the mf and the beſt copies. Did 
not the Complutenſian editors ſo? Did not Eraſmus 


do it? ye f why might not theſe reviſers under 


Charlemain have the anſa calumniandi as much | 
x heart as he had ? eſpecially ſince they might 


fancy, as others do now, that this tert might 


hae been omitted, as the preface, under St. Je- 


um's name, to the ſeven. epiſtles, does ſuggeſt; 


which Father Simon judges (and the contrary, Joes | 
not appear by Mr. Martin himſelf) to have been 


about this ſame time compoſed and inſerted; and 


to give it the greater authority, they father'd i 1 
upon Zerom. Not having any authority to pro- 


duce from any Greet copies of their own to juſti- 


ly their complaint of the Latin tranſlators o- 
| niſſion, perhaps they might think it beſt to re- 


fer the matter back to St. Ferom; eſpecially if 
tbey found it already put in any, copies of his 
Latin Bible, tho by a late corruption, which 


| carry'd no offence in it to them; this might afford 


em a ſpecious plea, and would preyail upon ma- 
ny others, I believe to do the like: in their caſe, 


when there were none to remonſtrate againſt it. 


$ that if they did but as others h ve Ferne the 


| whole argument is ſpoil'd. 


And then Mr. Martin will fall! ſhort of his con- 
227 on, via. that from this review of the- Latin 
* 4 | | Bible, 
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Chap. 3 


can't ſuppoſe they: went by manuſrrips of let th 
two or three hundred years ſtanding ; and % thy 
muſs «bats bat ut once before 'em ¶ not, Sur thy 


concludes, that this clearly ſhews, be text Bad : 


nuſcript, or in St. Jerom's, or in the Tralie'verfim 


fancy by a long train of ſuppoſitions, might a 


Bible, Auno 298. there can be no doubt at all mut, 
hut this text had been current in the” Bibles of th 
7th, 6th,” and the 5th ages';"* beonnſt,' ſays he; wy 


ought to have had, &c. as the Engliſh tranſtatot 
puts it] both the copies of Sd. Jerom' Bible, au 
alſo them of the old Italic verflon made in the ſito 
century, and which bad continued 10 the fevent, 
to be the Bible of all the Latin churc hes: and then 


ver been in the vulgar verfion, And thus, by the 
ſtrength of a vigorous imagination, he is ſpecdiſ 
arriv*d, in a manner, at the end of his journey; 
without being beholder to any the leaſt proof h 
way of evidence, that theſe roviſers did find, ot 
did ſay they found, the tent in any one Greek me. 


itſelf ; much leſs that they found it in any a. 
ent copies of credit, that might ſhew it was 10 
innovation, if it was found in any others. 

I do not fee but Mr. Martin, without tiring hi 


well have made ſhorter work, by ſaying, (for 
I can't well call it arguing) that we ſee at preſent 
our printed copies have this verſe; and we ougit 
not to doubt but the world has always been ſo 
honeſt, fo wiſe, ſo watthful' and careful, that it 
could never have been brought in, if it had rot 
always been in the true copy from the fill 
But yet, alas, it is too evident, that ſeveral cor- 
ruptions, interpolations, and omiſſions, hare 
happened frequently, before the art of printing 
according to the ſkill, the care, or the fancy of 
the tranſcribers; and for that reaſon, St. 7erm 
was put upon correcting the Latin verfion of the 
New Teſtament with very great labour may 

e e 


carp} ani afeiewands we foe carla, ufd 
another review do de made, berauſt of new cor 
3 and then in che . century, che Sr. 
hon other. na Ain baun ir end 5-16 Anon 
And it e e that ſuck "teviews are net 
wont to ſet ngs right again; that up 
little doubt ſome 5 neee afld others | 
that pleaſe better are" retain'd upon very fender 5 
er ſo that v muſt not prefiims and Jup= | 
poſe; that all cu done which, Wee 
ft to bo dans. | APY M vB UW \ n 
The truth is, the wild: Baan eady too e 8 
gone upon ſuppofitions in this mäcter, and u 
that has us into this confuſion, The. 4 
earned & for a long time; that the C, © 
plurenfian editors. had kept cloſe to the Yarinaw 1 
manuſcripts,” eſpecially to thas famous and moſt 
antient one, recommended to their exact regard 
by Pape Loo; and therefore that they had ib 
good authority for 2 this verſt into their 
edition.” Bur, tho'this.is more Bet Mf. "May>* 
in has to warrant: his confidence in the- ChaFl-! 
main roviſers, yet, is ſeems, the earned ſuppoſed" 
too much here, ſinge theſe nanuſcripi are femdd 
to want what was ſuppoſed to be taken from 
them. Fhus the learned world” long ſuppoſeck 
that Stephons had. nine Greet copies which had 
this verſe,” and "ever more that had alt but the © 
words in beauen; and what is become of their 
ſappoſitions ? I believe Mr. Martinwill part with* 
ſome of them; and yet they were very plauſi- 
ble, and partly grounded on Stepheny's own, but 
miſtaken account: and yet muſt we ſtill be treat- 
ed with ſuch” trifling ſuppoſitions in the ſame 
caſe, inſtead of evidence? But there is no end 
of ſuppoſing, on one ſide and on the other; and 
I have no fondneſs for à conteſt, Which not the 
ſtrongeſt reaſon, bur the ſtrongeſt imagination 
muſt decide. : «a 
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I ſhall hal ras of his abject, by 
ing only how: groundleſs and falſe Mr. Martins. 
fundamental: ſuppoſition. is, viz. that the Latin. 
Bibles, of the 6th, 7th, and 8th ages 
had this Text, from the deciſwe words of ee ; 
tranſcendent ;fitical kee of this age, Dr. 
HF. 50 70 . 29 
1 formed, 4 1 
5 rom true Latin exemplar. could be come at, it 
5 Would bs ſound to agree exattly with the Greek 
tex: = the ſame age; and ſo the old copies of each 
age (if fo agreeing) would give: mutual.  prof.to 
each other. Whereupon, rejefting the printed e. 
ditions of each and the ſeveral manuſcripts of ſeven 
centuries and under, I make uſe. of none, but thoſe. 
cf a tbouſand years ago, or above, of which ſert 
I have. twenty now in my ſtudy, that one witb a- 
mother make 20000 years, Thed-the pleaſure 1 
Ind, as J preſaged, that they: agreed exact; lite 
t zallies, or too indentures; — By this you ſee 
that, in thy propoſed work, the fate of that verſe (ie. 
1 John g. 7.) will be à mere queſtion of fall. — And. 
if. the fourth century knew that text, let it come in 
in God's name: but if that age did not know it, 
then Arianiſm-in its height was heat down without 
the belp of that | verſe ; and let the falt prove bow 
it will, the, dofirine is unſhaken. Now if theſe. 
twenty fo antient copies all agree in wanting that 
verſe, (as I am atisfy'd, none ſuppoſes they a- 
agree in having it) we may ſee what credit is due 
to Mr. Martin's ſtrongeſt Imagination concern- 
ing the copies of thoſe ages: Here is plain ad 
againſt his extravagant fancies: And I doubt 
not, When che e who e el to be 
Par „ 
Wy Tuo e to the reverend Dr, Dog concerning his | 
prey edition of the Greek Teſtament, with the Do&or's 
heuer, and ſome account of what may be expoded from a | 
(tion, p. 24, 25. 2 


bought, ? A: priori; * if. 5; Io 
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gar duc ne 22 ſhall gratify the. Sure world | 
with his noble Performance, ae will be e TP 
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rea ans the learned have ju it to be a for aw 

in = t. Ferom's name: EE) theſe reaſons 50 
Martin thinks not to be ſufficient, but chat fil 
it may poſſibly be St. Ferom's own work. But he 
can neyer give a good anſwer to.a/}, for the; pre: 
face profeſſes him 1 to have feſtored this verſe. 1 
ſuch injuſtice done to it; and declares # to be a 
principal ſuppart of tbe Chriſtian Faith, by «which 
the one ſubſtance of Father, Sop, and Holy Spirit, 
is confirmed. But then how comes it, that 4h 
Text, in all St. Jerom's true writings, where he 
contends for his faith and ſearches ſo much for 
texts and arguments, is not once mentioned by 
him? Could he omit what he judged, the great 
rampart of his Faith? Could he always omit, 
and always forget ſuch a text, which he had 
been the preſerver, and reforer. of, and would 
therefore be more than ordinarily fond and careful 
of? Beſides, St. Jerom ſurely would never be 
guilty of ſuch a falſe inſinuation that all the Greek 
copies had this verſe, when the total filence of all 
the Greek Fathers in that and preceding ages, 
is an undeniable evidence of the contrary ; not 
to be anſwer'd by little preſumptions and ary 
ſuppoſitions, g 

But Mr. Martin uſes ſuch an argument, which Ch. 5. 

he fays is very conſiderable, to prove this pre- 


* was St. Jerom' s and not a forgery, that I 
confels 
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confeſs is to me” very forprizing. J, fays he, 


- 


be writer of it was a feigned per ſon, who defigntd 

to put off his own piece for Sr. Jerom's, he was 

certainly not 4 mil er. of much addreſs, in complain- 
F unfaithfer tranflations in bis time; for 


1 


%% ( | 0 
one can produce the leaft' proof, that new Latin 


» - 


verſions were ever made in the age *tis pretented 
this preface was compoſed + whereas *tis plain fron 
Fe: Kabi $7; Jerom's Cotepparary, 1231 
their days divers bad underidken to nate Latin 
verffons of be "New Teftament, and undoubtedh 
bf complaint in be preface reſperted ſome one of 
thofe Verfions; whith is a conſiderable treaſon to 
prove it was tru St. Jerom's. Now I can't but 
_ rfinkJuſt the contrary; that the fergned anther, 
by this was a man of great addreſi: for if he in- 
tended a fiction in St. Ferom's name, it was to 
be fuited to St. Jerom's time, when Mr. Martin 
fays, there were divers ver/ons made; and hay- 
ing faid none can produce the laaſt proof of Latin 
verſions made in that age, which this preface was 
pretended to be compoſed in, he ſays, there is plain 
proof, rhat in St. Ferom's days there were ſuch 
_ ver/ions, which is the very age it was pretended 
for : but if he means the feigned man ſhould have 
framed a preface, in St. Ferom”s name, that had 
only been fintable to "Charlemain's age, he had 
been à bunglef indeed, tho, with Mr, Martin, 
a mar of addreſs. But if fuch reaſoning as this 
can confirm bim in this opinion, it will be very 
difficult to conceive how he ſhould ever be un- 


ſettlec in any thiog. May J not fay to him, 


what he, on no reaſon that J can ſee, ſays of 
Dr. Mill; ſure he did not confider what he ſaid, 
Lnot, did not think tobat he ſaid, as the Engliſh - 
tr anſlation is, Cb. 5. Ac the end] aud his eyes and 
- .. © ntderſtanding went not together,  _ 1 
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But Mr. Martin ſays, 71s of: #0 great moment, 
whether it be granted to be St. Jerom's or uot, 
becauſe he thinks it will yet e this Tart to 
have all along been in the Bible; in that the 
preface aſt be allowed to be very. antient, and 10 
have been in the Bibles for above. 800 Lars; a 
F. Simon ſuppoſes it put in by ſome of theſe, 209 
reviſed the Bible under Charlemain. Hence he 
argues, that if theſe learned men made this cm: 
plaint of the unfaithfulneſs of che Latin tranſla- 
tors in omitting this verſe, it is à cartain argu- 
nent of its having been in St. Jerom's Bible; cle 
they could not have brought ſuch an accuſation. 
I grant they, could not jufy. do ſo, unleſs 
they knew it had been even in all the Greek. co- 
dies too, which therefore they pretend: but they 
might do this anjuſtiy, i. e. without ground, and 
upon miſtaken preſumption, as I have already 
faid ; or perhaps upon juſt ſuch ſuppoſition as 
Mr. Martin himſelf goes upon, when he ſays, 
in his 64 chap. that either this verſe was in St. 
Auſtin's Bible, or that it | ought. to have been iu 
it, becauſe it was in ſome Bibles of that time. 
And ſo, for ought I know, ſome Latin Bibles 
might have be verſe in them in the 84. age, 
and before; and perhaps the -compoſers of this 
preface were as loth to think, it was put lateꝶ in, 
a8 Mr. Martin is: and contrary to what he ſays 
of F. Simon, T may aſk him, whether if he had 
3 been one of them, he would not have done the 
ſame thing according to his way of reaſoning, 
or rather of preſuming, without evidence. 


t 


But if, from the former evidence of Dr. Bent. Chap. 5. 


” 


ty's words, it appears in fact, chat St, Zerom's Part 1. 


Bible had not this Text, then there is an end of 
this diſpute, and the prologue could not be his 
ſince, tis granted to be ridiculbus, to ſuppoſe he 

ſhould reproach other tranſlators, for leaving 
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2 this Text, and yet himſelf leave it out in that 

to which this preface was made : therefore 
the preface is a forgery, and be it whoſe it will, 
is of no force to prove that this Text had bern 
either in St. Ferom*s, or in any Greet copy. 80 
that the great, and middle link of the i imaginary 
chain in the 87h age, is broken, on which hangs 
the ſuppoſition of ſuch Greek manuſcripts, for a- 
bout fever centuries before, and which ſupported 
that ſuppoſition for about as many centuries after 
till matters of fact came to be looked into, and 
the Greek manuſcripts themſelves inſpected; which, 
we ſhall ſee preſently, are all wrong on Mr. Mar- 
tin's ſide, when I come to conſider the few pri- 
vate une of bis two next ere 


— 


EE LARS 37—»: Mm . and 


ee Martin, in lis 60h and 7th chaprers,'g goes 
an. on to prove that his Text was in the antient 
Italic verſion of the New Teſtament. This he 
would infer, from its being in St. Jerom's, which 
1 hope appears already to be a groundleſs ſur. 
miſe; and ſo the argument will turn on the other 
| fide, and be retorted upon him, viz. that if 
St. Ferom's New Teſtament had not his Text, 
*tis a great ſign, the 7ralic, which he corrected, 
had i it not neither: Otherwife his Bible had been þ 
defefive, that it would have been bitterly exclaimed 
againſt, by ſuch as made ſuch ado with him, a- 
-bout his changing but one ſingle word for another ; z 
as we learn out of St. Au guftin. 2 
As for his inſtances b the mention of hir 
27 ext by Fulgentius in the 6h century and by 
Vigilius Tapſenſis, I paſs them by, as I have done 
before, as coming too late to be of any great 
Via uſe in the caſe; nor can the mention of 7his 
Vir. Text by them or Viktor Vitenfis, ſignify any thing 
more than what I had ſuppoſed formerly, vis. 
that at the latter end of the ffth century, ſome 


* * to W chat for Text, which ay 
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ſo long and currently been the interpretation of 
the next verſe. And therefore I did not, as Mr. 


. : - f 
1 


Martin inſinuates, put by Victor Vitenſis's teſti- 


mony for being a fabulous writer; but T ſhewed, 


(to which Mr. Martin hath made no reply) that 


it was no evidence of the current admiſſion of 
that Text, or of its long ſtanding, and that from 
the common way, in that age and place, of in- 
terpreting the next verſe in ſuch a manner as 
could not well conſiſt with having his Text alſo 


in their public Bibles: I ſay, their public Bibles, 


ip. of 


becauſe as F. Simon has ſhewn, tho it ap- 
pears not that different Latin tranſlations were 
then read in the Weſtern Churches, yet private 
perſons took the liberty of making new tranſla- 
tions; and that by this diſtinction, between the 
Bible read in the public ſervice, and ' theſe parti- 
cular verſions, we may eaſily ſolve the objec- 
tions taken from Tertullian, Cyprian, &c. whoſe 
citations agree not with the 1talic verſion; « They 
read the vulgar copy with the people, which was 
in uſe in their Churches, becauſe hey could not do 


verſions, 


* . 


otherwiſe : but in their <oritings, they took the 


liberty to tranſiate as they thought fit. 
And therefore ſuppoſing Yior's relation o 
that confeſſion of Faith to be truly as we have it, 
yet whether drawn up by one Biſhop or by four, 


it does not follow that this Text, even at the end 


of the fifth age, was in their common Bibles, tho they 
might have ſome notious on which they preſumed 


to bring in the words for a proof, and thereby give 


ſome countenance to them; whether it was that they 
had the direct words inſeyeralprivatebooks, or re- 
lied onthe current myſtical interpretation of the xext 


verſe to bear them out: which laſt may, for 


ought J ſee, be all that is intended in ſuch teſti- 
monies or citations of theſe words. I do not 


confidently aſſert it, or ſay, that even theſe late 


writers 


0 
. 
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writers had- only. three witneſſes, in the Bible, 


which ſometimes they mentioned by their diced 
names, Mater, Blood, and Spirit, and ſometing; 


by their myſtica/ names, Father, Son, and Spry ; 
or Father, Merd, and Spirit : but I conceive 
there is ſome ground to think ſo from thy, 


viz. that while one ſpeaks of the Mater, Blood, 
and the $ pirit, and another of Father, Mi, 


and Spirit, as St. Jobn's three witneſſes ; I have 


not obierved that any of them ſpake of both toge- 


ther, or of Nix x Witneſſes. : which looks as if it 


was all but one Text, With its interpretation. | 


_ © confeſs Eurher | 
has all fx ſet down there; but to that I ſhall 


ius's teſtimony, in the next chapter, 


anſwer diſtinctly. So that for ought ap- 

pears, Mr. Martin's cloud f witneſſes, as x. 
calls this huge number of African Biſhops ; ever 
one, ſays he, coming with his. Bible in his band, 


ering us this paſſage of St. John to read; may 


be but a cloud of an hend-breadth, three or fois 


| only, without any warrant from the public co- 


pies, long eſtabliſhed, as it appears by. others of 


that country in that ſame age, from what te | 


been already ſaid. on 

+ The teſtimonies of Eucherins, Comic and 
7 ertullian, are to carry on the proof of the 1: 
lic verſion's having this Text ; but as here is no- 
thing new about St. Cyprian, (to which Tertul- 


Lan is but an appendix) ſo I have already ſtared 


the matter concerning him in my former diſcourſe, 


and have accounted ' for what Mr. Martin here 


repeats z- but he takes no notice that even Ful- 
gentius, whom he brings to confront Facundas, 
does rather, as I have ſhown, confirm his judg- 
ment of Cyprian's words, viz. that they are an 


interpretation of the eighth verſe; and for certain 


contended for. * yet here is all that is pre- 


they are not the direct words of the ſevenib verſe 


tended 
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tended to, from St, Jobs' tinle to the fifth cen- | 
tury 5. for neither Greet nor Latin, ſmall nor 
geat writer, for ſo many hundred years, gives 
the leaſt ſhadow of a proof, that they knew any 
thing of this great and remarkable Text; perhaps 
the moſt obvious, and adapted for their conſtant 
occaſions, . of any text in the Bible. And yet 
this conteſted paſſage of St. Cyprian only, ſo well 
accounted for otherwiſe, and upon ſo 00d au- 
thority, muſt outweigh all, even againſt the ex- 
preſs teſtimony and ſenſe given of St. Cyprian's 
words by a following Biſhop of the fame coun- 
try, whom none contradict, and. whoſe teſti- 
mony, if believed, is entirely deciſive. 
But the paſſage Mr. Martin brings out of Eu. Eucherins; 
clerius, (of which indeed I was not aware be- 
fore,) will need more conſideration ;' for tho it 
only concerns the fifth century, in which I did 
alow that poſſibly Ihe words might become Text 
in ſome books, yet it will carry it half a century 
ligher, than the confeſſion of the African Biſhops : 1 
in Viaor Vitenſis: and, T confeſs if the paſſage 1 
be genuine, it is more to the purpoſe than any, 2 
yea than all the other teſtimonies, before or af- 
ter Eucherius, for ſome hundreds of years: be- 
cauſe here we find both,” the ſeventh and eighth 
verſes together, at once to ſhew us all the /ix 
witneſſes 3, and that there was Father, Word, and 
Spirit, beſide what was ſaid of the Water, 
Blood, and Spirit; whereas, only Father, Word, 
and Spirit, might have been the ſame things 
myſtically interpreted, after the prevailing cuſ- 
tom of that time. So that I cannot deny but 
Mr. Martin had ſome ground to ſay, this is de- 
foe, i, e. as to its being acknowledg d by . 
cherius, in the fifth century. But, | 
The inſtance being fingular, is indeed apt to 
raiſe ſuſpicion about it; Jet! ſhall not for that 
Vor. II. e | reaſon 


20 
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reaſon reject 1 it, but ſhall offer ſuch other "El 
ments, as will, I think, acquit me from the 
charge of bein g influenced by mere partial 
in judging it to be probably an interpolation, a 
ded by the tranſcriber of Eucberius. 


In general, the learned know very well, a 


in the copies and editions, eſpecially, of the I; 
tin Fathers, ſuch interpolations of texts are fre. 

quent, and were thought innocent: for wha 

the tranſcriber found a text only refer*d to hj 
his author, he would ſupply- it at large, or pe: 
haps rectify! it, by bie of it in according to what 
was in his own Bible of another age, which he 
thought muſt be right. This was ; but natural; 
and I underſtand this is the caſe in the likein- 
ſtance with Bede's comments on the eighth wer: 


there are three that bear record, the Water, Bol. 


and Spirit; for ſo I am informed the manuſcripts 
of Hede's works have it, whereas in the printed 


edition, the words in terra, on earth, are added 


” ene it agree to the current verſions of after- 


So that if Eucherius had only ſaid, As 

7 rinity St. John has ſpoken as in the eighth 
255 the tranſcriber finding in after-ages the {e- 
venth verſe alſo in his Bible, might join both, # 
eaſily as he now would add chapter and verſe: and 


thus an alteration of a Text was the likelieſt of all. 


But *tis. not enough to fay it might be 0, I ſhall 
chene offer my "reaſons on which [ judge t i 


| Go ſo here; becauſe, 


Fuch. de 
Quæſt. 
difficil. in 
Loca V. 
N. T. 


„int, It appears to be not very conſiſten 
with Eucherius himſelf elſewhere ; for in his in. 
terpretation of Ver. 8. or the Water, Blood, and 
Spirit, he declares that moſt did by a myſtical i in. 
terpretation underſtand thereby the Trinity, i. e. 


by the Water the Father, &c. in which he ſeems 
entirely to acquieſce alſo; which is much what 


St. Cyprian had ſaid before, according to Facun- 


dus 8. teſtimony. Now 1 cannot imagine how to 


LN 


” 
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reconcile this with Eucherins's acknowledging 


by forced myſtical interpretations, to extort 


9 from the 7. way verſe ſuch an unnatural meaning, 
and make the Water, Blood, and Spirit, to mean 
ober, Mord, and Spirit, if they had read it 

N. directly in the ſeventh verſe already, that there 
re three in heaven, &c. Father, Word, and Spirit? 


Could they make the three witneſſes on earth to 
be the ame which had juſt before heen called the 
witnefſes in heaven? Would they make the fix 
tobe but three witneſſes? and the Apoſtle to 
ky the ſame thing twice over? and after the 
mention of them by their proper names, to men- 


tion em by myſtical characters, i. e. to ſpeak of 
| em darkly and enigmatically, after he had 


ſpoken of em plainly ? One would think it not 
credible that men ſhould uſe ſo much force and 
ſtraining to ſearch for the Trinity in the dark, if 
they had found it lie plainly before em, ſo eloſe 
ee eee 
2, Secondly, It appears that this treatiſe of Eu- 
eberius de formulis Spirit. &c. in particular was 
in very great diſorder, and it ſeems the copies 
were not alike; for Johannes Alexander Braſſica- 
aus, in his prefatory epiſtle, tells us, as I find it 
in the Bibliotheca Patrum, that he took a great 
deal of pains, unto wearineſs, in repurgandis & 
refituendis, &c. in leaving out and adding many 
things; id quod deerat adjecimus, ſays he. So 
that all things conſidered, it is not improbable 
that this paſſage may be one of thoſe additions. 
To which I may ſubjoin,  _ © © 
3. Thirdly, that this text was not neceſſary to 
his deſign, which (tho I will not ſay he keeps 
ſtrictly to it) was to inſiſt upon myſtical inter- 
pretations, like the Fewiſb Cabala, under the ſe- 
veral numbers, one, to, three, &c. which the 
e N eighth 


- 


the words of the ſeventh verſe 3 for how could — _ 
oy, according to common ſenſe, ſet themſelves, 


rum ſigni- 
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eighth verſe did ſerve him! in. This ap eat it 
* Denu- the title of this chapter, which is, * « nun. 
meris quo- Berg whoſe ſignifications are allegorically explaing, pry 
ficationes whereas the ſeventh verſe was not ſubject to ſu 
in allego- a ſecret figurative interpretation, And accord. 
la trahun- ingly in che beginning of his work, he pn 5 
8 God to reveal the ſecret abſtruſe ſenſe of} the Serip 
tures, that he might produce what was thei ity 
cret meaning +. However, I ſubmit 2% realms wy 
.to the judgment of the impartial, who, I think 
will not wholly deſpiſe em all: but ſtill it mul 
be remember 'd, that if by any they be not thought 
ſufficient to take off the authority of this teſt 
mony, yet as, it is the firſt clear mention of thy 
text by any Chriſt ian writer, ſo it was not fl 
be a in the Fſth century. 


% 3 
F: # 71 f 4 
„ Tas by 


Fi 91 io BBD e 
Of the He Greek manuſcripts i In lair 
ages. Laurentius Valla, 'Cajetai, do 


x Compluten ſian editors, and Eraſmus" 
Codex Britannicus. 2. The Louvain Di. 
vines and F. Amelot. 3. The, Berli 
man eript. 4. Stephens“ manuſeri 
ape! he fuppofititious ' works. of - Athanaſius 

Seas the confe fo n . the modem Greek 

Church. ; | 


het 


HE. R E -is nothing now remains 0 
conſidered, but what evidence there is to 


be found from the Greek manuſcripts of the N.. 
to authorize this text: for it ſignifies little that 
the modern Latin or Greek churches have al. 


| mirted it, un leis they had agree from the 
| Cra 1 


8 4. Oremus Deum ut woah Andie Scripraraſym, & 
- Froteramus quomodo ſecretiora intellectu ſentiendum lit. 
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Creek original-for ſo doing; and therefore thy 


cle of the Greet manuſcripis is of greateſt im- 


1 | tance. in the 8 aſe... WM 20-7 0 LEG k + 
Wl Mr. Martin in his eighth chapter undertakes 
ſo ev that this text was found in the Greek ma- : 
am ſcripts of theſe. laſt Ages, and ſays ſo many 
gs with ſuch undaunted confidence, and po- 
Fire aſſurance, (which a wiſe and cautious man 
10 would not ſay, unleſs he knew em to be true? 
9 if it be found he has ſaid em without 774/b 
and evidence, I think it will not gain his work any 


0 credit in the end, tho it may ſtagger the un- 
4 karned reader at firſt. He begins with a fine 


„ popular harangue upon the old ſtory of its having 
been in the original Greek of St. Jobn, and thence 
paſſed into the Italic ver/ialſy and ſo into St. Je- 
rm's Bible, and thence into Charlemain's; for 
he ſays, We muſt not doubt but the learned men he 
apo d in correcting the Bible had Greek manu- 
„ists 10 conſult, And indeed if we muſt; not 
n obt their having ſuch manuſcripts, nor that 
they exactly corrected the Latin by em in every 
place that differ*d, nor that they really put this 
len in their Bibles; in ſhort, if we may doubt 
n nothing, then the work is done: but Mr, Mar- 
in knows theſe things are doubted, yea, and 
„hat /me, or all of them, are deny d, and ſtrongly 
ö opoſed: and it is trifling, on no better grounds, 
vo tell us we muſt not doubt the principal mat- 
ters in debate. rr 
Next he argues from F. Simon's ſaying, This 
o Bl ?-/ape is in very few Greek copies, that therefore 
grants it was in ſeveral; which is no true 
i; WY inference at all, becauſe Mr, Martin, but a few 
. bages after, cites him for ſaying the text was not 
in am one Greek manuſcript 3, which he calls con- 
Hadicting himſelf. formally, and retracting, &c. 
but very unreaſonably: for F. Simon having ſeen 


AS. 


»fwer io Mr. Martin's. | 
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Z many manuſcripts in which his text was wanting of 
but not all chat might be ſeen, might well py iN 
nounce hereupon, that it was not in the greug 
part of them, and that it certainly was but in fry, Wl he 
tho he never intended hereby to fay i was in ay dc 
And when he had ſearched more thorowlh, js Will © 
then ventured to ſay it was not in any one; and ſo 
therefore thoſe vain triumphs, not to ſay inſults b 
on that celebrated ſcholar, might have been betts 

ſpared than utter'd upon fo ſlender, or rather ny ” 

true occaſion. And if Mr. Martin were not will * 

ing to catch hold of any thing, he would new Wl 50 

have made an argument of ſuch a poor pretended 1 
conceſſion of F. Simon, which he knew he dit f 

| % TEE | 

Lauren. And now he come to particulars. Fin, H: 5 

tjus Valla. tells-us, Laurentius Valla, in the fifteenth century, 1 
recover d ſeven Greek manuſcripts——and this po 

ſage of St. John is found in all ſeven; and Ly 

thinks it is hard if none of them was then four ir F 

five hundred years old: but however he is ſo mo- : 

deſt, as to let them be but three or four hundred ] 

years. And yet after all this particular account, F 

given without mincing, or heſitating about it, [ # 

dare ſay this Gentleman knows nothing of the p 

matter, but ſpeaks all upon fancy and gueſs, If ; 

perhaps you imagine he has got L. 's manuſcripi 0 

in his poſſeſſion, or at leaſt, that he has ſeen them 7 

fully; he tells you no, not he, nor any man ele i 

Chap. 11. that he knows of, has either ſeen Valla's mami: 

Feripts, or knows what is become of them, Is not 

Proleg. this a pretty account? Dr. Mill ſays he had only ; 

Ne 1086. free Greek manuſcripts, Mt. Martin ſays ſeit. 

Eraſinus ſays, How Valla found or read (this place 5 

in St. John) does not fully appear; Mr. Marin Wil | 

ſays roundly, this text was in all the ſeven ; and | 


yet does not know any author who fays he ever 
ſaw theſe manuſcripts, nor produces any _ 
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duales own, eren faw this ext in - 

WG 
21 cames Cardinal Cajetan, — wink ſays cen. 
he to the point? Truly no more but that he 
doubted whether his verſe were in the text; be- 
cauſe, ſays he, it is not in all the Greek manu- 
ſcripts, bus only in ſome; zobence the differente a- 
riſes, I knew not. This is much what F. Simon 
had ſaid, as I have obſerved before; he might 
not ſee the words in am manuſcripi, but at hat 
time never queſtioned but they were in ſome. 

Then for the Complutenfian editors, Mr. Martin Complu- 
| fays boldly, that they put his tert in upon the you 
warrant of one or more manuſcripts, (he can't tell 
which) and yet takes no notice of the evidence 
given to the contrary in my former Trae, that 
they had -1t not whete it was prefunzed and 170 
ak they had it. 

As for the Codex Nita by which alotic CodexBri-\ 
Eraſmus was influenced to put the ardt into his tannicus. 
third edition; if Eraſmus never ſays. he ſow, = 
what ſignifies it to mention E. Simon's laying it? 

And therefore it was very unfair and unjuſt to in- 

finuate that I had callid in queſtion therveracity of Chap. 1. 
this learned man two hundred years aſter bis 
death, when I never once ſuſpected his teſtimony 
in the leaſt, and only ſaid that I never found he 
gave any ſack teſtimony. And is his credit at- 
| tainted by not believing any groundleſs fory that 
others tell of him? Cannot he be thought an 
honeſt man, if all that /bey ſay of him ſhould not 
be true? Had that great man, who was the wor- 
der and glory of his age, and who laid the founda- | 
tions for after- ages to build upon, ſaid ſuch a 2 
word as that he had ſeen it, I had eafily relied 2 
upon his ſincerity; who. I conceive, was too 
Ons to uſe fuch falſhood and deceit. | 
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Jig not our concern now 70 inquire what is betty 
of this manuſcript, or if any others" bat ſen j 


for the cure of ſcepticiſm,” which would binde 
a ſevere examination into fas, would: do, and 
has done, the world far more harm than ſuc 
ſcepticiſm itſelf z and the longer men go on to 


Sect. U. 
| Louvain 
Diines. 


cd it from what appear'd in his printed edition; 


Plurimi ſuffragantur, quibus conſentientes duos Græcos codices 


concern us greatly to know whether ſuch a man. 
ſcript be in being till, which was too remarkahk 


ſaw it, or pretended to it. And I dare ſay, ſug 


what miſtaken grounds, will be further ſeen in 
A the review of the next chapter. | 


ſeen this paſſage of St. Fohn, in many other Greek 
- manuſcripts, as Stephens had in his. As for St. 
Greek manuſcripts: I ſhall ſet down their own 


F. Simon's trarſiation, with what deſign he belt 
knows: Speaki n 8 of re D Probogut, n 


o -”4y 


yy „ ln 10 M Maft inne 
Indeed Mr. Martin thinks it enough to ſx, 


beſides Eraſmus —— and that this method vil 
introduce a nem ſort of ſcepticiſin in matiin 
of learning. But with his leave, I think it don 


to be loſt in obſcurity, if it had once been takn 
notice of; and whether any one elſe ever ſay it, 
fince it is conteſted ſo much whether ever Eraſnu 


a preſuming credulity as Mr. Martin propound 


take things ſo on truſt, the more e vill 
the ſcepticiſm be at laſt. 


Stephenss manuſcripts a are next in tale; but 01 


In ks year 1 574, ſays lie, the Leuvain Biba, 
in a preface to their Latin Bible, ſay they had 


phens s manuſcripts, it is plain they only preſum- 


but as to what they ſay themſelves ſaw, J think 
Mr. Martin is miſtaken in interpreting it of any 


words, in which he has left out one material 
ſentence, which was both in the Latin, and in 


No, . tay 


ig Quod pro textus leftions keit, & Laine enn ' Ebronm 


unum 


ſay they, mates for the reading of the text, hieb is 
ltewiſe ſupported by very many Latin cepies; 

| gpreeing with which, Eraſmus cites to Greek 

copies 3 one of Britain, the other of Spain; [-t0 that | This fe- 

of Spain the King's Bible is conformable, as every*"ce Mr. 

where elſe, ſo here alſo ||; we. bave ſeen many others 

which agree with theſe. Now the word tbeſe:may 

refer to the two laſt. copies, one whereof, vix. 


omitted. 


that they ſpeak of any copies promiſcuouſiy; or ĩt Antwerp, 
may relate to the Lalin copies firſt mentioned +, 157% 
But why ſhould Mr. Martin pick out the middle 
ſentence only for the reference of theſe words? 

and by an unfair omiſſion repreſent it to his rea- 

der as if it were the immediate ſentence before 

theſe. words of reference, tout d* une ſuite, imme 

diately following, &c. He ſays they are ſpeak-: + 

ing of Greek manuſcripts of England, &c. but 

are they not ſpeaking alſo of Latin copies, and of 

King Philip's printed Bible? and perhaps Ste- 

pbens's manuſcripts, which they inſtance in im- 
mediately after, may be ſome of the many which 

they ſaw did ſo agree to the other. But their own. 
account of them ſhews how they ſaw them, viz. 

as they were mark*d in the printed copy only; 

and therefore they make ſome doubt bean d | 


unum Britannicum, alterum Hiſpanicum, Eraſmus profert; 
Hiſpanico ut ubique & hic conformis eſt Regius: multos alios 
his conſonantes vidimus. C ĩ 9 © Fs penn 
I It matters not much to which the word She refers, ſince 

in reſpect of having this text they are ſaid to be all aiike ; but 
according to the rules of language (to uſe Mr. Martin's phraſe) 
it ſhould roperly refer to the Latin copies, for it is with theſe 
that the Brit; and Spaniſb copies are ſaid to agree; and the 
many others muſt mean others Beides the Britiſb and 88 
whether thoſe others were Greek, or Latin, or both, is not de- 
terminate, nor is there any thing to confine the word others to 
nanuſcript copies, but it may as well relate (as our Author 
bere ſhews it probably does) to printed copies, particularly the 


4 * 


+ 


Complutenſian edition. 


Martin bas. 


the King's Bible, was a printed copy, which ſhews Printed at 
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202 An Anfwir ta Mr. Martin: 


had placed his marks right according to dende 


Spain, which Eraſmus cites *, was only the Con- 


Plutenſian edition, and is what theſe divines, [ 
think, do intend here; and not a manuſcript, ay 


Mr. Martin turns it. 


But II have now before me the New Teſtament, 


of theſe Louvain Divines, by Plantin Antveryiz 
1584. with the ſame approbation of Molanus an- 
next as in the other edition; and in their nates 
on this ſext, their words are ſomething different, 
+ viz. This confirms the reading of the text, where- 
to agrees the Greek Complutenſian edition, and 
what are taken from thence, with many others which 
we have ſeen. And then follow the words about 
Stephens's manuſcripts, as in the other, but it is 
under the title of the Pariſian copies. Now this, 
which ſeems to be upon their ſecond thoughts, 
puts it out of doubt that they ſpake only of ſee- 
ing ſeveral printed editions of the Greek copies 
beſides that of Complutum, but no Greek mani- 


ecript. And I think it is not againſt common ſenſe, 


as Mr. Martin pretends, to underſtand even the 


former account ſo; if we had not had this latter, 


F.Amelot. 


which makes it more plainly' appear. So then 
hitherto no one is proved to have ſeen any one 

Greek manuſcript for this text. 5 
The next evidence he calls is F. Amelot, who, 
in his note on this text, fays, Eraſmus ſaid it was 


wanting in one Greek manuſcript of ' the Vatican, 


but I find it in the moſt antient manuſcript 2 
library. Whether he found it by his own ſearch, 


Eraſ. in locum: Perlata eſt ad nos editio Hiſpa jenfs, 
Again, Exemplar, ex eadem, ni fallor, Bibliotheca ( aticana) 
petitum, ſecuti ſunt 1 ori F e 

+ Quod pro textũs Jeftione facit, cui Græca Complutenſis 
editio, & quæ ex ea ſunt, cum aliis quas vidimus non paucn, 
l Inter omnes Parifien/um ne unus eſt qui di- 

eat, &c. R 5 | N 
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or others information, theſe words do not fully 
determine. Nor does Eraſinus fay it was want- 
ing only in one manuſeript of the Vatican, hut 
in Codice pervetiſto bibliothece Vaticane, in a for 
the] very antient manuſcript of the Vatican library, - 
which he alſo calls liber aniquiſimus: and fince 
we are well affured tbe text is wanting in the fa. 
mous moſt ancient Vatican manuſcript, by the 
conceſſion by Dr. Mil, on 1 — all chat 
have inquir'd into it, and particularly by Cary. 
ophilus end this upon a ſtriẽt ſearch made by 
the critics, whom Pope Urban the 8th employ d 
| about it; Mr. Amelot's flight teſtimony that it 
was in the moſs antien! manuſcript there, cannot 


dible teſtimony. Indeed Mr. D Pin ſays Ame- 
lat was not very exact; and Father Simon, upon 
ſeveral occaſions, ſhows how vainly he uſes to 
talk. + Father Amelot, ſays he, does not ſeem 
to be ſincere, when be ſpeaks of bis ſearching out 
of manuſcripts ; and that he ſpeaks of manuſcripts 
which were never extant but in bis own imagind- 
tion: and as to his having carefully ſearched the 
Vatican manuſcripts, he ſays, be cou'd not affirm 
it, fince he produces no various readings but ſuch as. 
are in print ; and that he never ſaw, but in print, 
what he call'd ſeeing the manuſcripts. So that 1 
think we may ſet this witneſsalide. — 


be conſiſtent with their more accurate and ere- 


His laſt js a ſort of eer-witneſs rather, viz. ii Ser. II. 
| ſaid there is alſo one (manuſcript) at Berlin in the Berlin na- 
king*s library, that is believed to be 500 years old. * 


Father Long reports it on the teftimony of Sauber- 
tus and Tollius; and Dr. Kettner, on a letter that 
he ſays he received. of it from M. Jablonſki, &c. 
Eut Mr. Martin, who makes the moſt of every 
i 1 - thing, 
* Hiſt. of Canon of O and N. Teſt. Vol. 2. ch. 3. 5 1. 
＋ Crit. Hift. of Verſ. of N. T. ch. 32, and 33. | 
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thing,-does not: quite venture to ſay, chat this text © 


is reported to be, in that manuſcrzpr,. tho, his 
tranſlator makes him ſay ſo; of which I will not 


take any advantage, becauſe I think he has done his 
author ſome wrong] but it has the face of ſuch an 
artful inſinuation. Father Le Long ſays only, there 


is a manuſcript, and refers to Saubert (whom ] 


have not ſeen) and Tollius, whom I have con. 


ſulted; and he only tells us what ſort of book. it 
it, viz, written in great letters, Literis uncialibus, 
and without accents, c. but ſays not one word 
of this text in St. John: and if M. Fablonſt? $ 
letter has ſaid no more than theſe, what is this - 
nuſcript mentioned for? If there be a manuſer ks 


at Berlin that wants this verſe, does this prove 


text to be genuine? Or if Mr. Martin means, 
that we don't yet know what is in that manuſcript, 


is that an argument for us to conclude, that 4. is 


in it, contrary to all the other Greek manuſcripts 


that we know. of i in the world? Surely the pre- 


ſumption lies on the other ſide; and this Gentle. 


man could ſo caſily have gained ſatisfaction from 
Berlin in this point, that I ſuſpect he was fearful 
there was no ſuch verſe in this manuſcript ; or 
elſe he would have come abroad well fortify'd 
with ſuch an authority ; and if ſo, it was not in- 


genuous to make ſuch a deceitful flouriſh in fo 
ſerious an argument. But if indeed it has the 
text, and we can be aſſured how the caſe ſtands 
upon that. manuſeriph, it will then deſerve good 


cConſideration, and be of more weight than al 


Fair inſinuaticns, to tell them, they ſay ſome - 
body has written to ſome-body, that there is a 


the reſt that he has offer'd: Till then, *tis amuſ- 
ing the world with random conjectures, and un- 


Greek manuſcript which has in it we cannot tell 


what. 
5 But 


„ 
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hut fince my writing what relates to the Berlin 


nanuſcript, I liabe received information from a 
very ſure * hand, that 1h15 verſt is not in the body 
of that manuſcript, but that it has been ſince in- 
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ſerted in the margin; and the manuſcript is not 


above 300 years old neither. If Mr. Martin had 
known this, and conceal'd it; nay, if he could 
ſtill not only inſmuate this manuſeript to be in 
confirmation of his argument, when it was di- 


rectly againſt it; but alſo could even venture to 
add this vain triumph immediately upon it, Ve 
ſee here manuſcripts more than' ſuſſicient to couviuce 


45, &c. (when yet he was driven to ſuch hard 
ſhifts, of pretending a falſe authorjty to make 


out but one ſuch : manuſcript:) J Tay; if he had 


known this, I ſhould think it ſuch an imputation 


on his ſincerity in writing, that J could not tell 


how to reconcile it to what he had ſaid at the en- 


trance of his Diſſertation, viz, that he had learned 


from the book of 'Fob, 13. 5. That we ſhould not 
talk deceitfully for God. And if he did not know © 


ir, which Il ſuppoſe, his offering it to the world 


at all adventures with ſuch an air of ' boaſting; is 
nothing to the reputation of his diſeretion; and 
will, I hope, convince him how unfit ſuch a pre- 
ſuming confident imagination is to be brought 
into an inquiry of this nature. However, if he 
be ſtill burdened with a ſuperfluity of good Greek 
manuſcripts, having this text, T' conceive they 
will all be taken off his hands, and not one left 
him to turn (6. n 3553. ee en en 
And now upon a ſurvey of all hitherto ſaid, it 
appears that Mr. Martin has ſcraped together all 
the things little and great, that he could think 
be EE Do FC O13. VOTE a A > of, 
The information was from a good hand; (if I miſtake not 
from young Mr. 7ablinki then in Londun, whom the au- 


thor got a friend to inquire of, but by ſome miſapprehenſion 
the auſwer brought to the author related to the Lain and not 


the Greek Berlin manuſcript. Sce more of this in the Repl /. 


— 
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off that fo be eight gnake » huge ur heap and pe pom. 
- pous ſhow of number ith a popular 
Bouriſh retails * gh 5 by the name; 
of the authors who were e d about wei; 


Valla, Ximenes, - Eraſmus, &. (Hs, and may 
other learned men have ſeen en: t 


n by 725 place, 
ſome in France, ſome in Spain, yew in E Jand, 
and ſome in the Netherlands: and after a this 


ſays he, Shall tbe text not have been in the Greek 
mangſcripts fill? ?. And he has the courage to ſay 


what I think is one of the ſtrangeſt things to be 


ſaid with ſo great an aſſurance, viz. We ſee bert, 


ſays he, more manuſcripts than there is need of, 


to convince us thet this text is not found only in a 


very few manuſcripts, nor only in ſuch as are nur: 
| r ga as Fatber Simon wou'd make us belieut. 
What! more than is needful ? and yet after al 


not one? How eaſily a are ſome men ſatisfy d! 


Szcr. IV. In the Jaſt place, we are come in his goth hap. 


Stephens ' to Stephens's manuſcripts. It has been ſhown, 


Manu 


Er pu. 


that of all his ſixteen manuſcripts, (for ſo many 
Dr. Mill had allowed beſides. the Compluterfiar 
Proleg. No. 1179.) only ſeven had $:. 


copy, 
Job's Epiſtles and that all theſe are found to 


want bis verſe, tho? by miſtake, Stephens? s Greek 


edition has. marked only the words, in heaven, 

&y TW Spar, to be wanting. Mr. Martin bras | 

_ ſenſible this preſſes "a hard, pretends: to ſet 
18 


this matter in a clearer light chan ever; and un- 
dertakes to ſhew that more than ſeven of Sie- 


pbens's manuſcripts had bis epiſtle, and conſe- 


quently had this verſe, for certainly they are not 
among thoſe ſeven which are marked as wanting 
it. And he is ſorry to find that Mr. Roper, 
Doctor of Divinity at Bourges, and writing in de- 


fence too of the text, has, after his ſtrict exami- 


nation of Stephens's Greek Teſtament, (in which 


his manuſcripts are referred to) declared that = 


An Anſaer to Mr; Martin's 
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can find but ſevey belonging to bis epiſtitʒ and 
ſlat not one of Stephens's manuſcripts had this 


vrſe; tho, ſays Mr. Martin, they have always 


been accounted a hulwarſt thereof: and, he ſays, 


Mr. Roger has not computed aright Tf. 


But Lam amazed to fee how weakly Mr. Mar. 
tin goes about the proof of this great diſcovery s 


he mentions three more manuſcripts of Stephens, 


as having this epiſtle of St. John, not before 
obſerved ; theſe are marked 49, 16. 10. i. (. 14. 
15, 16. and he proceeds ſtill upon his accuſtomed 


mic of preſumption: becauſe, forſooth, all 
the epiſtles of the New Teſament, viz. St. Pauls 
and the ſeven Catholic, and the Revelation, are 
wont ſometimes to make one valume; therefore 
finding by Stephens Teſtament that theſe manu- 
ſcripts had St. Paul's Epiſtles before, and the Ro- 


velation of St. Fobn bebind, he ſtrenuouſly argues 


that the ſeven Catholic epiſtles were ſurely in 


the middle. However, ſince the manuſtript 


mark*d 0. is referred to, upon 2 Pet. 1. 4. which 
is one of thoſe. ſeven Catholic epiſtles, he doubts 
not but that manuſcript reach'd St. John's epiſtle 
alſo,and ſays briſkly, this makes eight manuſcripts. 

But certainly Mr. Martin cannot be ſo weak, 
to think this will paſs for a good and invincible 
proof with men of ſenſe. Did he never ſee an 
old bible which had beginning and end, and yet 
wanted ſome parts between? If he had read and 


conſidered Dr. Mill, he would have found it ſa 


here; that accurate inquirer tells us often, with 


exact nicety, what books, what chapters, and 
what parts of a chapter, are wanting in ſeveral 


of the manuſcripts. And he tells us theſe three 


were mutilated; and as to the aft, d. he is ſo 
particular, that he tells us this was a copy of 
25 0 E e 


+ But Mr. Roger ſpoke from actual examination of his 
own and of F. Le Long, who carefully inſpected the manu - 
fcripts themſelves for this very purpoſe. See F. Le Long's let- 
ter to Mr. Martin 12 Apr. 1720. ſubjoined to the Reply. 


"4 


Milli Pro- at the end were uu leaves, in which was a pan 
leg N?. 
1174. 


208 5 un! 70 Mr. Martin's - 


ten all * 5 * Ns compared em 


three Goſpels, Matthew, Luke, and Fobn but þnd 1 


of Aas 10th cap. and the firlt chap. of the u il" © 
epiſtle of Peter. One might hope ſuch a great be! 
bo pointment as this ſhou'd take us off fron an 

ſuming and tio where 2 55 lie ſo vl 1 
I Ne way. kb 

He brings Bezu, as one well aequainred] he | uh 
thidks, with the. matter, to confirm this point, 
dix. That-more than thoſe noted ſeven manuſeripts 18 
of Stephens had St. Jobn s epiſtle in ꝰ em, and con. 
ſequentiy this verſe; becauſe be ſays, this verſt 
is in the manuſcripts of England-—and i in ſome of . 
Stephens's antient manuſcripts: Vet I do not 8 
think it appears by all that Mr. Martin ſiys, 
but that Beza intended it of thoſe aforeſaid A nh 
ven manuſcripts, which he, as well as others, 
imagined by'Szephens's marks to have all but the 
words in heqven; which ſmall defect might yet 
not hinder him from ſaying in general terms, the : 
verſe was there: And tho after he had ſaid this 5 
verſe is in ſome of Stephens': s antient manuſcripts, 
he adds that.the words, in heaven, are wanting 

in eb, manuſcripts; it does not follow that he 
dittinguiſhe theſe ſeven from the ſome manu- 
ſeripts before, but only that he expreſſes the 
number of manuſcripts determinately, which be- 
fore he had expreſſed indefinitely and uncertainly: 
And what wonder is it, tho he did not expreſs 
himſelf fo accurately in a matter he might be in 
ſome confuſion about:??? 

But ſuppoſing Bezadid, as perhaps he might; 
imagine that ſome other manuſcripts of Stephens 
had this verſe; this has been long thought by o- 
thers thro* miſtake, and why might not he 
miſtake as well as others? F 

For tho Mr. Martin repreſents Beza, as having 


and 
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ind that they were in his hands, &c. and thence 

jofers from Beza's words, that the whole verſe was 

in ſome-of em; and afterwards argues, that in 

the reſt of them only the ti» 76 d, in beaven, was 

wanting; and that Stephen's marks were. not 

wrong plac'd, becauſe Beza, who would have 

obſerv'd it, if he had found the contrary to either | 

of theſe things, appears to confirm it all; yet = 

| apprehend the very foundation of his whole 

argument is but a miſtaken preſumption; for 

I it no way appears that ever Beza had. all, if any, 

of Stephens's manuſcripts, or that he had the ma- 

nuſcripts of the King's library to compare at al1W. 

and tho he uſes the phraſes Legimus, & inveni- | 

mus in naſtris; We read, and we find them, &c. 

and compares them with the (ſuppoſed) Britiſh _ 

copy; yet all this might well enough be with- 
out reading *em any where but in Sſepbens's own 

notes and collection. „ 
And this is moſt likely, if we conſider, th 

caſe of Bexa. Henry Stephens, the Son of R- 
* Itis very common for Authors to fay Me read or wwe find 

4 thing ſo or ſo, when they have found it ſo only in the 

printed editions, and never ſaw the original manuſcripts, nay 

when they have ſeen them, thro want ot attention they fome- - 

times make miſtakes ; it is therefore no argument, that they 

had other manuſcripts, becauſe in ſome one place they have 

not noted the reading exactly, while the readings in other places 

are as they repreſent them. — Mr. Martin himſelf ſpeaks with 

as poſitive an air of Stephens's manuſcripts, as if he had aQually * - 

ſeen them, while yet I believe none of his readers ſo under- 

ſtand him; nay in quoting La B:bliothegue ſaicrie, a book 

which he had before him, he calls the Author of it a learned 

Benedifin ; altho' in the very title-page thereof he is 

expreſly named P>ieft of the Oratory, (and not Bened in:; 

we muſt not however thence infer, (as Mr Martin does with 

reſpect to Stepbens's manuſcripts) that Mr. Martin had ano- 

ther edition of that book, wherein F. Ie Long is ſtyled a Be- 

neditin. See Mr. Martin's diſſertation on this text cap. 2. 

1 F. le Long's letter to Mr. Martin ſubjoined ta 
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dil fere in his rebus viderit, vir alias eruditus & perſpicax. 


PR telus: to Mr. Martin's 


bert, had collected the readings 175 ten mort er 
Pies, and written *em into one of the Ney 
Teſtaments of his Fatber's fair edition, which 
hadalready: ſo many various readings noted in the 
margin: this treaſure was put into Beza's handy, 
who being thus furniſhed, ſeems to have taken 


little or no further care to make any ſearch of be 
_ himſelf into thoſe copies or manuſcripts, nor per. thi 
| haps ever to have ſeen 'em; inſomuch that Dr, tio 
Mill thought he had reaſon to ſay , That b art 


took no care 10 ſearch out what was the genuin: 
tex. And when accidentally be treated of it, 
he did but ſhew how. little or nothing in a manner 
be ſaw into thoſe matters, tho. otherwiſe a learn 
and. ſagacious man. How Morinus alſo blame 
him, may be ſeen in Dig e on the Pi. 


ny, P- 159, &c Lite po ded 
ur it, the 


But there need no mere words 
matter is determined before; for if, as is already 
proved, Stephens had not one manuſcript of dt 
Jobn's epiſtle more than the ſeven, which he 
had marked in the margin, then to what purpoſt 
does Mr. Martin make ado to force the con- 
trary out of Beza's words? viz. that his ſome 
1 were not of thoſe ſeven, i. e. were 

nong of all he had. So that here is no news from 
Beza of any one Greet manuſcript, which has all 
the verſe; for theſe ſeven, he owns, want ſome 
words, And let Mr. Martin bold to it ever ſo 
tenaciouſly, or reafon ever ſo finely upon it, tis 
either Beza ſpeaks wrong, or himſelf by miſts- 
king him, Arg" ſo, "ſince 'tis againſt plain 

| And 


LNG 1258. Proleg. ts os enim parum ien & ubi 
de Lectionis cujuſpiam uh er iæ forte agit, oſtendit quam ni- 
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And therefore 1 judge Beza's words 3 . 
kim but very little ſervice, in his toth chapter, Þ - 
to juſtify the marks of Stephens's edition A 
rightly placed; it being what he probably ne. 
ver examined into; and Stephens himſelf might  _ +] 
not have it ſuggeſted to him, It has-already 
been faid and — that there is proof o ß 
this miſtake in tho/2 aria. from * 15 inſpec- 
tion into ſeveral of thoſe Greet manuſcripts, which 
are found to want the whole verſe, but not one 
that wants only. the words in Heaven, as the Se- 
micircle is put in Stephens printed edition. This $:e Fult 
Mr. Martin ought to have taken notice of, and Inquiry, 
then he would have bluſh*d to ſay, in the "cons? 035+ 
| cluſion of his book, that his oppoſers alledge no- 
thing but reaſonings withaut proof, but that he - 
fabliſhes falis upan teſtimony; and, that his ad- 
verſaries argue from the text's #08 being in the 
Vatican nor Aerunuriun manu ſcrints, that there - | 
fore it was in none of Stephens s. No Sir, aye ar- 
gue, that becauſe *tis not now found, nor any 
raſure pretended, in any manuſcripts, even not 
| in. thoſe which Stephens had, that therefore it 
was not there formerly, and that the ſemicircle 
was miſplaced: So that on our ſide is the proof 
bom fact, on yours from reaſomings againſt it; 
while. you bring not one manuſcript in proof, nor 
one witneſs that ſays he ſaw ſuch a nn his 
| own immediate ſearch. 

And I would. know what made the Teras 
Dirines make the doubt, whether the ſemicircle 
were in its due place ?' Surely they had ſome rea- 
fon for ſuch: a particular ſuſpicion. So that 1 
think the Buſineſs of Stepbens's manuſcripts reads 
25 J put it before, and Mr. Martin has found no 
evidence of any one Greek manuſcript here, which 
yet is his: /aſt and chief Refuge; for as to his 


2 Britannicus, I think there needs no _ 
O 2 . be 
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be faid to it, than that Eraſmus either never fy 
it, or however judged it to be corrupted in thi 
place by ſome modern interpolation.  _ 
Nor is that any inſuperable difficulty which 
Mr. Martin pretends, ſaying, that Stephens ſhould 
at once have ſaid in the margin, & wav, Sc. i. e. it 
was wanting in all, rather than ſaid, tis not in 
this, nor tizis, nor this, and fo of all the ſcun 
manuſcripts, if he had no more. Perhaps in. 


deed that had been the ſhorter way; but who 


knows the reaſons of mens fancies, or why th 


-  chuſe this or that way of expreſſing themſelves 


when they are at their own liberty? Perhaps when 


| Stephens ſaw molt of the ' verſe in the Compluter. 


Aan edition, and in that of Eraſmus, he wa 


loth bluntly to ſay fo harſh: a thing, as that he 


could find it in no manuſcript, and ſo might 
chuſe to ſay it more ſoftly, viz. not in ſuch and 


| ſuch : And tho theſe indeed were all he had, jet 


this was not ſo obvious to be obſerved by many, 


as the other had been, and therefore was lf 


ASC 0 ̃⁵ Set an 
But it may be aſked, whence then did Stepbem 


take theſe words, ſince he did put 'em into his 
Text? Reſp. Tis enough that we can anſwer 


in the negative upon good authority, that he had 


cem not from any of his Greek manuſcripts, and 


then tis no great matter where elſe he found 


'em. Probably he took em, as he did the 
words i 79 sgav, from the Complutenſian edi- | 


tion ; -only the latter part of the verſe not being 
ſo agreeable to the Latin Bibles, as *twas in 
Eraſmus, from his ſuppoſed Britiſh Greek ma- 


nuſcript, he might prefer the reading of this 


| Ch. 1 


Marlin fancies, viz. Why di 


latter, and take 879, 6, ret is ty £101, rather than the 


or is it any ſuch pending queſtion a8 Mr. 


Stephens obſerve * 
RE: © 
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that the Complutenſian n had t &s T0 2, 7. * 
agree in one, as peculiar 10 it, if the whole verſe 
was ſo? I anſwer, none can ſay the whole was 
peculiar to it, When the ſuppoſed Britiſh manu- 


{cript, and Eraſmus's edition alſo, had the reſt 
| of the verſe; and therefore this part only, was 


uliar, and ſo was fit to be obſerved. 


_ 


Mr. Martin in Chap. 11. is ſo over-critical 


in marking the differences of the Codex Britan- 
nicus, and the Greek. of the council of Lateran, 
that he obſerves one considerable difference to be 


the Greek would ſuggeſt that it was only an er- 


irs and rv ro, when a very little knowledge of 


ratum; probably the mark over the fra, a cir- 


cumflex with an aſpirate, was placed ſo as to be 
taken for a lau ard a part of the word. i 


I cannot but remark one thing more in Mr. 


Martig's 11th chapter: he tells us, The Com- 
plutenſian edition does not teach, as do all the a- 
thers, the Unity of eſſence in the three Perſons, 
but the Unity of their teſtimony. But then, I aſk 


him and others, what er mean by ſo often 


vouching this authority? If we grant 'em chic, 


then they will gain a Text which does not teach 


the Unity of Pence in the three perſons, but the 
contrary z and then perhaps they will throw it up 


again, and be as angry that we receive it, as 
they were before that we rejected it. Let 'em 


tell us whether they think we ſhould or ſnould 


not admit ir, or elſe let *em never more urge us 


vith the Complutenſian copy. 


The two teſtimonies which Mr. Martin 8 Seer, V. 
on in his 12th chapter are amongſt the ſuppoſi- 


titious works aſcribed to Aubanaſius. The firſt, 


taken from the Synopfis Script. has been obſerved 


to be no plain evidence of any regard to this p. 69. 


text, let the author be who he will ; and for the 
other author, Mr. Martin does not Know but 
O 3 | | he 


* 


214. An Anſaer to Mr. Martin: 
he was a Latin, tho he thinks he poſſibly migh 
be a Greek; but of the fifth or ſixth centun to C 
however, which is not worth ſtriving abou, 
ſince it can come but to this, that among the 
multitude of Greek writers, one, who poſſib) 

might be Greek, ſeems to have ſome relation 90 
ſuch a text, but all the reſt are ſilent ; and ye 
his words rc i, will agree to the eighth vers, 
by omitting (eis), as much as to the ſeventh by 
adding the (30) : ſo that this anſwer will remain 

good againſt all he has ſaid about the difference 
%% HSE 

His 13th chapter tells us, that his verſe h 
made uſe of in the Greek Church, in bet 
confeſſion of Faith, Ritual, and Leſſons; which 
may eaſily be, and yet be but of late dat, 
If he could ſhew us they had it in ther 
Offices in the primitive ages, twere to the pu- 
Poſe ; but to ſay any of their Offices, which from 
age to age have been ſubject to variations or ad. 
ditions, have it now, is to ſay nothing: and to 
argue, that if they Yook it into the public leſn, 
(which is an antient part of the Office) it nit 

Be becauſe they knew it was an omiſſion, and that 
it ought to be added; is juſt the ſame as to fay, 
whoever put it into the Bible, or' any Greet E- 

dition of the New Teſtament, (which New Tel- 
- tament is certainly a very old book) did it be- 
: cauſe they knew it was a defect, and that it 
ought to be added ; which they could not have 

thought, if the words had not been in ther 

Greek Bibles before, i. e. that it could never have 

come in at all, if not at the rf ene of St. 

Jobn's Epiſile. Which is a pretty ſhort argu- 

ment. but there needs no great guard againſt is 

force, to them who believe an addition or 4. 
tetation to be no impoſſible thing. Let Mr. 

Martin prove this, and he will carry his — 


4 


indeed ) reaſon, which he ſeems not fo [likely 
„ a TEL 3 FL | 1 N 

Mr, Martin's evaſions (or objeftions) con- 

C zi 


the arguments againſt this Text, which he 
ls objections, .in his ſecond part, vx. 
1, The Greek manuſcripts have not this Text; Ch. 1. 
but then, ſays he, they want ſome other Texts al. 
ſo which yet are genuine. Reſp. Some manu- 
ſcripts may want one text, and others another; 
but is there one text of good authority which 
they all want? for ſo the caſe is here. 


Come now to conſider briefly his evaſons of 


* 


it not: but it. was, ſays he, chap. 2. becauſe 
they had no conteſt <font ihe Trinity, but only the 
Deity of the Son, Reſp. Very good! But was 
not this Text as much to the purpoſe for the Sons 
Deity, as for the Holy Spirit's, or as for the 
Deity of all the ret Perſons ? Is not the Son 
one of the Trinity? and would not a. text that 
ſhould be thought to prove Farber, Son, and 
 Pirit to be one God, prove as ſtrongly, that the 
Father and Son are one? Was it not on all ſuch 
occaſions as good a proof as that text, I and my . 
FHH o². oe rs rt, 

3. The Greek Fathers did not mention it; but 


their writings, which are loſt ;' as the text of 
baptizing in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
the Spirit (and ſome others) is not uſed by em in 
ſome treatiſes where it was proper. Reſp. What 
is this to our caſe, where the words are not o- 
mitted in one part, and found in another, or by 
"MN ” 271502 On. 


2. The councils of Nice and Sardica mention Ch. 2. 


yet it might, he thinks, have been in ſome other of Ch. 3. 


Ch. 4. 


* 
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one writer, but found in other Greek writers of 


his age; but are omitted in all the genuine 


Works of all the Greek writers of ſo many hun- 


dred years that have remained? ?*Tis a hard pte. 


ſumption indeed to imagine it ſhould be in 3 
great many loſt writings, and not preſerved in 
one of the many we have, to which they were 
ſo pertinent. As for the Latin writers, they are 


accounted for in my Inquiry. 


4. The Fathers who mention the eig bib ver, 
and yet not the ſeventh, ſays he, had only occa- 


ion for the one, and the other was not Proper 10 


' their purpoſe. Reſp. It might indeed happen 


ſo in ſome inſtances, but not'in all. Not in 


Cyril, who had plainly more occaſion for the ſe. 
venth verſe than for the eighth, in order to prove 


the Holy Spirit God, or to have the Name of God, 
I appeal to any man, if the ſeventh verſe be not 


more likely to anſwer that purpoſe than 4e Ma- 


ter, Blood, and Spirit, &c. Not in Auguſtin, 


for he direct y wanted ſuch a text to prove his 


point, viz. That where two or more are ſaid in 


Scripture to be one, they are not different, but th 
ſame thing ; nothing could have hit his fancy bet- 


cer, if it had been known to him. Not in Fa- 


cundus ſurely, who urged the 8th verſe for proof 
_ of the Trinity, but not the 7th. Mr, Martin 


lays, he ought to, have fuck to this laſt, But tis 
certain he did not; and for what reaſon but this, 


that he knew not of any ſuch text? And alſo that 


the African Biſhops. by uſing the teſtimony of 


St. Jobn for the Father, Word, and Spirit's be- 
Ing one, -intended it only, as he exprelly ſays St, 


Cyprian did intend it, of the myſtical interpre- 


tation of the e gh1h verſe. 25 that this excuſe 
will not do. 


"Beſides, had they never any Seer ion for the 
* WF? Could 9's kind no e 


for 


for bringing in this, one of the moſt excellent paſ. 
ſages of the whole Scripture, as Mr. Martin calls 
it, before he has proved it to be amy part at all? 
Where are theſe inſtances ? What, not once in 
all St. Auguſtine's ten large Tomes! Again, had 
not ſuch a commentator on St. Fohn's epiſtle, as 
Bede, (the moſt learned man perhaps in the 
eighth century) the ſame occaſion for the ſeventh. 
verſe, viz, to comment upon it, if it had lain in 
his way as the other did? Which was all the 
occaſion he wanted, that I know of. Therefore 
Mr. Martin adds in his fifth chaaꝝzln. 
5. Commentators have always been at liberty to 
expound only what paſſages they pleaſed, Reſp. 
True, they are ſo, for none can compel em; but 
| think men are not wont to uſe their liberty in 
this manner without ſome reaſon, and againſt rea- 
ſon, and the world's expectation ; or , without 
ſome apology for it, eſpecially in ſo remarkable 
atext, Oecumenius had no reaſon to omit it, and 
Bede as little. Chry/oſtom indeed might omit or 
| pals over one ſentence that was eaſy and plain, 
or of ſmaller importance, or that often occurr'd, 
or the like; and ſo another might do by others; 
but how comes it that both Oecumenius and Bede 
ſhould agree to omit this ſame text ſo very re- 
| markable ? Or is there one old commentator - 
tat. ever did obſerve the , ẽ 
But Mr. Martin objects, Oecumenius and Bede = 
knew it to be @ text received by ſome; and ſo had | 
as much reaſon, to ſay ſomething to it, tho they 
had not own'd it, and yet are quite ſilent, againſt 
al reaſon that we can give. Reſp. This is pre- 
ſuming what is not granted; for Oecumenius, be- 
nga Greek writer, would probably have no man- 
| ner of occaſion to ſpeak of it; foraſmuch as 
lis paſſage does not appear to have been in one 
Gree, manuſcript of the New Teſtament to his 
| | time, 


An Anſuer to My. Martin's 
tte, nor mention'd by one genuine and hon 
_ Greek writer, what reaſon could he have to fu 
amy thing about a matter that had never been in bel 
being? Surely it muſt have been by a ſpirit of WY op! 
prophecy.; for Mr. Martin has not ſhewn it wa tial 
in St. John's epiſtle in Oecumenius's time, he his nl 
only ſaid it, 2 it had been ſtrange, if he had 
N a text which he had never ſeen. cu 
As for Bede, the words might begin p perham il 
to be taken into ſome private Latin os be- 0 
fore his time, in Africa or other remote places; 
yet probably he had never ſeen or known it; au 
not having it in 5/s Latin, nor in the Greek oo 7 
pies, what reaſon had he to take notice of it? 
Mr. Martin makes a vain ſuppoſition, that Bede 
found his Latin copy had it; and that if he 
Greek wanted it, he ſhould not have failed to 
take notice of it; whereas no ſuch thing appear, (4 
but rather both wanted it. As for Bede's knowing 
that Cyprian, Victor Vitenſis and Pulgentius had 
cited theſe words, this is but a precarious ſuppo- 
ſition neither; for if this was judged to be only 
their myſtical interpretation of the 2:gh:h. verſe, | 
then Bede had nothing to lay of it, as of another 
| text by itſelf. | 
And indeed, if he had Wenn the words of 
St. Cyprian, and of the African Biſhops, G.. 
(which yet does not appear) and had taken em 
to refet to a dire#- text in St. Jobn, yet if be 
knew of no ſuch text, how could he tell where 
to inſert it, or where to take notice of it, whe- 
ther in St. John's Goſpel or Epiſtle ? Therefore 
it were no wonder he ſhould not mention ſuch a 
| looſe uncertain matter in St. Cyprian. But it 
had been ſtrange indeed, if finding the text in 
his Bible, he ſhould omit to comment on that in 
courſe, when yet he commented on the reſt 122 | 
about bay before and behind: 454 


i 
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So that I think theſe apologies and excuſes are 
100 thin and weak to pals in the worſd : but the 


teſt of it is, the Faabers need em not, in my 
opinion; becauſe they had a much more ſubſtan- 


tial reaſon for not mentioning theſc words, if 1 
And now I muſt leave it to the qudicious and! 
candid readers to conſider, whether Mr. Marte. 
had good reaſon to go off with ſo much oftentas 
tion and opinion of his performance. On b 
opofite part, Tays he, we have nothing but reaſon- 
ms without proofs 3 on ours, evident proofs und: 
| reaſonings upon em. We ſettle: a matter of fat 
m poſitive teſtimonies of witneſſes, without ambi- 
euity, without exception :- they atledge dumb toit- 
wſſes that can only ſpeak by figs ,—— manuſcripts 
that have not the text; writers who*bave nut 
cited: 067+ 7 Eo noni ar Hobo 161 vet 
Where are theſe fats? theſe poſitive : proofs 
apainſt which nothing can be ſaid ? What, I ſuppole, 
the Berlin manuſcript of 500 years old? and all 
above the /even manuſtripts of Stephens, which 
had this epiſtle ? And where are they? bring 
forth your witneſſes ; I doubt they can't ſpeak lo 
much as by ns, for there is not any ſign of em 
that I can ſee. And I ſuppoſe Ferom's preface, 
and the Britiſb ityWGble manuſcript, Sc. Here 
| are facts indeed a ed ed, but they are only ſup- 
poſed facts, that wagtconfitmanon. .. TY 
The moſt plauſible witneſs is St. Cyprian, 
which yet is not ſo plain, but tar much is very 
reaſonably ſaid to ſhew he ſpake of another 
a Eo | I 
They alledge dumb witneſſes, — manuſcripts that „„ 
bave not the text, ſays he. But are not negative = 
proofs proper to make out a negative? If one 
obtrude ſome new text in print, or a Mabometan 
ſhould urge a text of our Lord's (as is pretended) 


3 ſpeaking . 
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ſpeaking of Mahomet by name, or ragen 
muſt not negative witneſſes confute it, by ſhey⸗ 
ing tis not ſo in any Greek manuſcript copy, nor 
mentioned in any genuine Greek writer for many 
hundred years? nor pretended to by any bg, 
rers of Mahomet in the firſt ſetting up their re. 
ligion ? And have we not all this evidence againf 


this verſe? If J produce a blank paper, does not 


it prove there is no writing in it, _— becauſe 
*tis./ilent and can't ſpeak? 

To conclude, if it be ſo in far, I hope "is no 
faulty poſitiveneſs or confidence to ſay it, viz 
That there is not one old Greek manuſcript of the 
New Teſtament, written before printing, 
known to the world, which warrants 7bis ter 
for genuine, tho there be a huge number which 
all want it. So that I hope no candid man vil 
ſay I am immodeſt in pronouncing it doubtful 
or that I would not receive it, which I am fire 
I would, if I had ſufficient evidence that ever 
St. Jobn had N it to the * | | 
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There are three that bear record in 


H eaven, the Father, the Son, and the 
ſe three are one. 
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m 7 INTROD vr TON 
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T is not wy deſign ta make this Reply equal in 
kar o Mr. Martin's Examination : He has 
mingled ſo many lang hiſtorical narratiant 
concerning late authors; has introduced his argu- 
ments with ſuch flouriſhing preambles ; ay after- 
wards confirms. them with ſa many high com- 
mendations, that 1 find 4. eat deal which, I need. 
take no notice of. 

pretend: not to ſay that Iam not en 
in any accidental matter hater: and therefore 

ucherius. from the 

African 1 5 when he liv'd in an iſle on the 
' oppolite coaſt; or if I had miſtaken, in calling 
the XIth age St. Bernard's time, inſtead: of the 
Xllth, it had been no great matter; for as to 
this Mr. Martin himſelf had faid, That toward. 
the end of the eleventh century St. Bernard quoted = 
this text in am of bis writings . And Lthqught - pijcr- 
I had been, very ſure that he could not make tat. ch. 3. 

very many quotations, in the age before he was 
born; and fo I ventur'd to ſay he liv'd in that 
eleventh age in which he wrote: but Mr. Martin 
corrects me, ſaying, nor did St. Bernard live in 
the Alb, but ihe Arb ae. Wee the, ms 


eg ARxzyLy 70 
| of the ads matter is juſt the contrary ; for he 
was born towards the end of the XIth age, (Am 
1091, ſays Dr. Cave) fo that he did not quote 

this text in the XIth age, which Mr. Martin b : 
affirm'd, but yet he did live in the XIth age, 

which hs denies ; ſo little caution dbes he uſe 1 in 

what he writes. But I paſs on to what More 
nearly affects our main argument. 5 

I |T obſerve two things 1 in Mr. Martin's entrance 
upon his work, in his very firſt leaf, that are a 
little ſurprizing : 

1. That he ſhould quinine to 3 p. 2. That 

the univerſal antient chutch has ſuppoſed this text wi 

to contain the dottrine of the Trinity of perſons in inc 

the Godhead ; when it is not pretended to be once 
mention'd by any one of the antient Greek church 

or writers; and but once ig pretended, with any, 

and that very little, colour, to be quoted by any 

= Latin till the Ffth century. If this amount to a 
| | teſtimony of the univerſal antient church, I date 
3 : engage to produce her teſtimony, and one muck 
more ample, for many ſtrange things which Mr, 
Martin would not believe. 

21. I wonder, that when he will not conteſ 

WY the Arians from the laſt words, theſe 

| three are one, whether they don't mean only a 
unity of teſtimony, he ſhould yet think them di- 
ſtreſs'd by provirg the Father, Son, and Spirit, 

to be three perſons from their being three witneſſes; 

and that I, for this reaſon, was in a miſtake in 

_  _ ſaying, the words, if genuine, were as fayourable 
co them call'd Arians, as to any; and adds, I 
5 know not whence he learned that the Arians ever be. 
lieved the Holy Spirit to be a perſon really fubfiting. 

And truly I as little know whence ic is that he 

has not learned it, except it be from his not hav- 

ing look'd much into the controverſy, how much 


or how * ſoever he may have written 1 
ty 


| 


M.. Martin Examination, Oc. - *. 


it, as his preface tells us. And I date aſſure 
him, that if he have no occaſion for this text hut = 
to prove the Holy Spirit a perſon, thoſe calld 5 
Arians will grant him the 3 of it in ſome 
other text more expreſs; and he has leſs reaſon 
to ſk for it here, where the water and blood are 
called witneſſes alſo, which yet are not perſons. | ; 
J obſerve alſo, that Mr. Martin reckons it a Examin, 
mighty advantage; that hig text bas been found ch. 11. 
(tho not conſtantly, as he ſays) in tbe Latin Bibles 
of the weſtern: churches, from the age when print- 
ing bexan, upwards to the eighth century; which | 
vith me, I confeſs, is of ſmall account, when the 3 
inquiry is, whether ever it was in the Greek ori- i 
ginal, or in the Bibles: of the firſt ages; which is 
not to be proved by ity being now in thoſe of the 
latter names, 
And tho he ſays a tert does not FRI its 0 
rity becauſe the manuſcripts vary, yet the learned 
and judicious will allow me to tell him, thatwhen, 
a3 he ſuppoſes, any texts are varied, or are want. 
ing in divers manuſcripts of the greateſt antiquity, 
tho read in others, (which is not the caſe of our 
text) their authenticneſs as to us, -hecome: - 
certain and more doubtful in proportion 70 the 85 
want of evidence of their genuineneſs: and yet 
Mr. Martin is not fo ingenuous as once to. con- 
fels bis tert to be fo much as doubrful, tho want- 
ing in al the known Gretk — without 5 
ay diſagreement or variation; but 
of it as moſt certainly genuine, proved ib . 
| Pulable witneſſes, and by a great variety of proofs, 
every one of which is concluſtve, without the affift- 
ace of the reſt, and the like: in which as I be- 
lere he is almoſt ſingular, ſo it ſhall not affright 
apes from purſuing my arguments for the con- „ 
Vor. I. 1 - 1 4 } he 8 


5 


nnen . . * K 
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dall nnn, 10 


The ſun of my argument againſt Mr. 2 Roe 


in relation to this text, was in bree concluſm: 


1. That ug ane antient nor genuine 6720 
writer mentions this text upon 2 occaſion why. 


ever. To which he oppoſes onl N two paſſing 


of ſome uncertain counterteit Abangſius, but tr. 


lies more upon ſome of the Latins. _ 


2. That, tho there be /o many manuſcripts whid 


want the verſe, there is not one antient Greet ny. 


nuſcrip. Produced to cquntenance its admiſſion in 
the text. To this he has oppoſed one manuſqip 


at Berlin, of which he has made ſome Pretencead 


5 


a ſhuffſing defence-. 

3. That we have no; wellatteſted ends 
account, of any * hating 
merly ſeen any ſuch Greet pt, 
has been much preſumed, and in general Ret 
ſaid, there were /ome. To this he has oppoſe! 


Nobert Stenbenss manuſcripts, atteſted, - as ls 


taken from his Preface, and. his verſe 


thinks, by Beza; and alſo St. Jerom 's teſtimony, 


mm Oh 


New. Teſtament. ' 


- Theſe. three principal: pe points, with G7 foe 


ſmaller thiogs will naturally ſtand or fall, I ſhal 


again conſider and defend, that I may confirm 


the abovelaid three concluſions. Only I intend u 
leave that about the Greek and [+4 Fathers to 
the laſt place, and begin with the /econd,: a 


. cerning the Berlin — 1a which for 
. 
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90 | which Mr. Martin, ays. 15 is reputed fo, e 
It 500 Wears ] 4. 10 very 7 genaus 
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HAVE. aa ns Is, bu 1 
1 Jobs 3. 7. that it is not found in any one 
antient-Greek manuſcript: before printing, as far 

jet appears to the. learned world; 6 that it 
lam to have been inſtrted in the public im- 
reſſions,, without any good warrant. Mr. H.. 
on the contrary tells us, that tis in a mane/criph 


. 


old ; and that F. le Long g. ves this account uponch. 
lle (efimany. of Saubereus 24 Tollius 3 a Or. | 
Kettner relates the ſame, &c. This indeed π rs 
bmething to the purpoſe, if true. But when 
| look'd into F. I Rang 401 Tollius, I fund not 
a wort] of this accaunt there; neither that the 
manuſcript was reputed ta he 500 Year's ald, nor 
that the paſſage of St. Job is in it, tho this 
lter proves in fact to be true: Hereupon . 
thought it meet to maler ſome vw fe "inquiry. 

about this Berlin cop R n 
Underſtanding there ue n Gin from 

Berlin then at Londau, capable of giving a good 
account of this matter, I deſir d a friend, who 
vas likely to ſee. him, to aſle him about it; 
nich he did, and brought me for an anſwer, 
ry Uh text in diſpute: was only in he wparae 
of the Berlin Greek manuſcript. - Whether the 
queſtion, put, or the Gentleman's anſwer to it, 
%8 miſtaken, I know nat; but it ſeems hy the 


ering letter, here was an error, and f was 


© Þida xt 
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at Belis in the king 8; library. reputed goo gears Di aer. 


miſinform'd as to the Greek manuſcript; it bein 
only the noted Latin manuſcript which wanted 
this verſe in the text, but. had it in the margin, 
Mr. M. who it 1 knew the whole matte 
(more than he had the ingenuity to confeſs) cop 
firms one part of his account by freſh advice 
from Berlin t, viz. that the paſſage, 1 John 5, 1, 
is in the text of the Greek manuſcript ; but the 
other part, viz. the antiquity of the manuſeriy;, 
(without which the other is nothing at all) in 
a manner given up by his friend, who adds, hu 
wwe can affirm nothing certain concerning its ani 
gquity. I wiſh Mr. M. had let us know whethe 
this was all that in this letter was ſaid relating 
to the manuſcript, and whether his correſpor- 
=. dent, who could ſay nothing for its antiquiy, 
FE did not at the ſame time acquaint him with argu. 
mameents of its novelty, which in juſtice ought not 
to ra concealed by an honeſt inquirer after the 
Immediately after the foremention*d words of | 
the letter from Berlin, Mr. M. adds a paragraph, 
in which I preſently thought I diſcerned the 
| marks of great difingenuity, confuſion, \ and 
1 guilt. M beuber, ſays he, this manuſcript be 500 
| 41 years old, or more, or leſs, if they will have it ſi 
is a point to be diſcuſſed by thoſe learned men, wh! 
particular ftidy has been about the int, the parch- 
ment, the form of the charaFers, and ſuch otbr 
matters, whereby they judge almoſt exattly of tht 
time a manuſcript was wrute in; and yet art if 
miſtaken. I make myſelf no party in this affair ; I 
ſtand to what I quoted from F. Long: my quot 
tion is faithful; and whatever be determined con. 
cerning the antiquity of the copy, the paſſage of 9. 
John is found in it, and ſtands in the body of bt 
text; that's enougb; even leſs would Halfte Ju 
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te truth I maintain bas no need of the Berlin ma- 
uſcript. Here is ſuch ſhifting and ſhuffling, 
ing and unſaying, - laying all on the back of 
F. Long, (who yet had not ſaid what Mr. May/in 
quotes him for, as ſhall be ſhewn) ſuch a modeſt. 
willingneſs to be content with the truth of one 

aff of his own aſſertion, that yet was utterly in- 

fonificant by itſelf ; nay, to be content without 
any part of it, and to account it enough tho it 
were nothing at all; that I had reaſon to ſuſpect 
| here was ſomething very unfair, if the true ſtate 
of the Berlin copy could be fully known. ; 


Having the happineſs of an intelligent friend, — ol 
who held correſpondence with a very learned and 5 2 
eminent perſon in Saxony, I obtained the favour = 
of him to write to his correſpondent to inquire Mi 
into this matter; who received (and tranſmitted 
hither in the original) the following letter from 

the celebrated Mr. La Croze, the learned library- 

keeper of the king of Pruſſa; in which, with 

integrity and true learning, he has given this full 

xcount of the manuſcript under his care. 


Vir Ampliſſime, 5 wy 8 de 35 | 8 85 2 — * | | 
I ALO diſcas ex litteris meis ea qu s 
VI nomine d. C—— flagitas, quam ab eo 
* ipſo, ad quem, utpote ad virum mihi minus 
* cognitym, litteras deſtinare nolui. Miror codi- 
cem noſtrum, librum nullius auctoritatis, aſſe - 
rendæ dubiæ lectioni idoneum videri, cum jam 
ego compluribus viris eruditis, ipſique Reve- 
| | tendo Martino, manifeſtum fecerim, eum co- 
: dicem, qui falfarii cujuſdam fraude pro antiquo 
Venditus eſt, & venditatur, manu recenti ex 
i editione 1 Complutenſi fuiſſe deſcriptum. 
ld ſtatim vidi cum anno MDC x VI T. Biblio- 
I Read MDCXCVI. „ 
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230 44 amn a6 of 
RE ” On regiam peregrinorum more, non enn 
tunc me moras Berolini fatturum putaba N 
ſtrarem, dixique palam Hendreichiu 1 
idque, ex quo Bibliotheca mihi credita eſt, ca; 
dide apud omnes profeſſus ſum ; neque id ig 
norat Cl. & Reverendus Martinus, cui iden 
meo nomine ſignificatum eſt T7. 
Hic ergo habes compendium queſtion 
c tyarum : qui codicem editum Complutrjn 
« vidit, is vidit & manuſcriptum coditer 
ſtrum, ne demptis quidem mendis typogn. 
phorum, que ſcriba 3 — ita fideliter ex. 
preſſit, ut omnino conſtet hominem illiteratun 
ab erudito aliquo nebulone ei fraudi perficiende 


fuiſſe præfectum. Et ſane 3 [1 
venditus eſt, immani etiam pretio, etſi men Will» 
pranæ recenti adhuc calx, ſive creta illa inhæ- th 
* reat, que pellibus vitulinis parandis adhibei Wl 1 


* ſolet 3; atramentum ubique albicans, dempis 
* aliis criteriis, fraudi * ndz ſufficeret. 
Quicunque ergo e codicem provocat, 
6 i; ſe nihil agere-norit.  Certe quod ad 
me attinet, 9 fidei NVicena & ot 
© thodoxz; at illi tuendæ abllc 1 ut 3 un- 
* quam adhibeam. . verfus 7. 


171 £44 3 


<"t68. dhe; 1 ' Latinos, vero quam men. 
© fed recentiores; inter quos quidam eſt, bone 
notæ ex antſquiffi imo, ut long conſtat, de 
3 ſeriptus, 1 in quo verſus octavus ſextum ſtatim 

' © excipit, addito tamen ſeptimo in margine; ab 
6 eidem manu. * fies ee "WE, eg 


1 * "+ 77 
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7 See the letter | pA 54 b0 a, i 
| Martin 8 Fern du Pak : Johns. 7 . Sy 
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aid vocatus, eodem tamen momento, quo 
. tum ad me delatæ ſunt: nec plura in 
eſenti addere licet, niſi quod me bene vo- 


tibi fauſ * Ae cem 
precar, © VOVeo, Z 


kate rue ee eee commendo 

19. 

lem ane Yoni » nominis th Sudan, 
000 5 * 1 14 a 


nanu ſeript, 5 
ealledg d in ton 


men, and even | ihe Reverend Mr. Martin himſelf, 
that this mann ſcript, tho much boaſted of, and fold 
h a cunning cheat for arr antient book, is but a late 
tranſcript from the Polygot of the Comp lutenſian 
elition ; this I preſently diſcerned, when as a 
frog ger only I viewed the King's library, 
had any thoughts" of ſettling-at Berlin, and I ben 
declared the —— ny to Hendreichius now de. 


nitted 40 my cart, I bave freely rwhed it upon: 
otafons without #eſerve , and the Reverend Mr. 


bits informed of i. 
Take this thorefore i hore for an anfloyr 1 to al 
[your queſtions : He that bas ſeen the Cormplunenſian 
printed copy, 
ſeri it, winbout e 
the printer, which the 


| fo much as' the errors of 


brave bad committed the work to an illiterate man. 
The book indeed was fold for very antient, aud 


* my that db very line or thatk, made We 
F 4 Arn rr 


aber wry rn ne To ne, dba e 
book of no authority at all," ſhould 
mation of a dubious reading, fince 


[ have already diſcovrred it to very many learned 


5 %%% 
raſed: and u ute ibis library bas beon com. 
ol 
Martin knows it wits well, abe y we mrans bas 


de, at an huge eee porches | 


231 


Bas as the fame time ſeen our manu- 


ui Serile bus ſoon. 
ay copy d, that it plainly appears ſome learned 
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in the dreſſing calve-ſkins, is yet upon it; and wy 
there no other marks of fraud,- the ink is enough y 
diſcover it, in that it is whitiſh in every part ; | 
is therefore to no purpoſe: to appeal to this cy, 
For my part I firmly bold the Nicene and orthyy 
faith; but God forbid I ſbould ever go about t d. 
fend it by fraud. However in this manuſcrip, j 
7ih verſe is in the text, in the ſame manner ain 
61h and 8th are, nor is there any thing rium 
the margin. | n 
We have no other Greek manuſcripts of ly 
New Teſtament; many Latin ones ve have, lu 
them not old; among which there is one indeed 
good eſteem, which appears to me to be tranſcribe 
frem a very antient copy; in this the 8th verſe in 
mcdiately follows the btb, and ihe ſeventh vetſe 
2; added in the margin by the ſame hand. bi it 
what I have to write in anſwer, &c . 
Dec. 3 , 1719 AQ; _ 


I have no leave given me, nor am I reſtrained 
from making this letter public; and hope it 
will give no offence to the worthy author, whoſe 
critical genius, and honeſt regard to truth in: 
matter of fact, will furely merit the eſteem of the 
learned and impartial. I have therefore ſet dom 
the intire letter, according to the original, tht 
none may ſuſpect me of withholding any thing 
that might be againſt my cauſe; and ſhall nos 
 makea few remerks upon Mr. Martin's diſhonov 
rable conduct in this matter of the Berlin manu 
ſcript, which he aſſerted, and pretended to prove, 
had the reputation of being five bundred 1 


| + This account of the Berlin MS. is farther confirmed i 
another letter from the ſame. Mr, La Cons dated Aug. 16. 
1733. wherein he entirely gives up the authenticity of tis 
text, altho*; as he intimates, his former freedom had expo 
him to the cenſure and reſlexions of ſome raſh: bigots. bet 
that letter in the Poſtſcript hereto. 0 


5 * 2 
„ Bt 72 
2 4 


JJJͤ à———'27 3. w 2 = 


V * tas a ny 2 PROPS, As. ha 
* FR D 1 4 k F FRY ads bY JEW _ "0" pe 
7 nnn TR 4 - * har 6s aus R * * 4; 2 * * 
: , BEI x; a 2 * 2 7 
1 : * 2 + N E ? 3 e 
* J #5. ” o * Fo _ 9 8 

G 2 g * 
2 r - 

* 2 Ws . : 
- £ 

* 
* a: * 


Mr. Martin's Examination, E c. 233 — of 
1. It appears plainly by the aboveſaid letter. 
and by what he has ſaid in his Examination of m] 
anſwer, that Mr. Marlin had good evidence of 
the little or no reputation of this 2 for 
antiquity; and that it was at leaſt reaſonably ſuſ- 
pected, if not rather fully proved, to be a late 
tranſcript, ſince printing has been in uſe, Ho ] 
exactly do his wards, about the ink and parchment, 
&c. anſwer to the account in My. La Croze's. 
letter, and confirm the truth of his having been 
| informed of the ſtate. of this copy? And yet he 
was not ſo ingenuous as to own any thing of itz 
only from a ſcrap of a letter he tells us, we can 
afirm nothing certain of its antiguity; but I judge 
Mr. Martin could have told us a great deal 
that had been affirmed of its novelty, and of its 
being a fraud. And ought not an impartial lover 
of truth to have diſcover d this in a critical diſſer- 
lation, or elſe not alledg'd this manuſcript at all 
an e ¶ 
With what ingenuous honeſty could he pro- 
ceed to ſay, Whether this manuſcript be 500 years 
. old, more or leſs, is to be diſcuſſed, Sc. As if, by 
| the information ſent him, it was as likely to be 
of greater antiquity, as of 4% than 500 years, 
for any thing that he had heard; or as if he had 
| not known, that a judgment had been made of 
5 novelty from the ink and parchment, and the 
2. Mr. Martin has not produced any one au- 
thority or teſtimony that juſtifies his affirmation, 
vix. that this manuſcript had the reputation of be- 
. Ing 500 years old; on the contrary, tho he ſays, 
F, Long gives this account on the teſtimony of 
Tollius and Saubertus, yet F. Long (in the place 
refer d to) ſays not a word of 500 years od; much 
leſs does he ground it on the teſtimony of Tallius, 
| for be ſays not a word of it neither: and I 75 


er 


ey” 


ad Tollius + 


poſe the ſame of Sanbertns, whom 1 bare, nor 
met with. 


Indeed Mr. Martin had father'd the whole af 


ſertion on F. Long, viz. Ir is ſaid to be in a na- 


. wuſcript at Berlin reputed 500'years old; this ar. 
count F. Long gives, &c. but in his laſt tract he 
tells us, he e himſelf with giving the ani. 


gaity of the manuſcript on the teſtimony of Saubertuz 
and Tollius, as recited by F. Long: fo that we 


muſt quit him of the firſt half; one would hope 4 


then that the other remaining” half ſhould be well 


proved from F. Long, viz, reputed 500 years oli; 

Which is what Mr. tartin ſaid of its antiquity, 
and was to prove. But tho Mr. Ma#tin ſays, [ . 
ads vill land to what 7 quoted from F. Long, and my 


p. 102. 


qnotation is faithful, yet I think he had better 


_ confeſs his unfaithfulnefs, than to deny i . 

All that F. Long ſays, is, that there is a Greet 
manuſcript of the New Teſtament very old, n 
parchment, in great letters and without atcems, 


which John Ravius bought for 200 Riv Dollars 


and brought out of 1355 Eaſt, and as is reported, 


gave is to the King ,- Library at Berlin, in two 
vol. and then ony refers to the places in Sanbertas 


of it, which Mr. Martin affirmed, and brought 
him for a witneſs of; and not very ingenuoufly 
intimates, that F. Long muſt bear all the blame 


if it be not fo old; but when himfelf only, and 


not 

| + Novum Teſt: Gracim MS pervetuſtum,  membrant- 
ceum, literis uncialibus, & abſque accentuum natis exaratum, 
quod ducentis imperialibus 9 ex otiente attulit, & uti 


ſama fert, Sereniſſ Electoris Brandebur. 575 illuſtri Beier 5 | 


conſecravit Johannes Rawvins Profeſſor C, alien a 1 . * 
Fo. Saubertus in Proleg ad wvarias | atthar, 
p. G1. de hoc Codice logai 5 — an il. ee 


2 F. 11. p. 45. Berolini Bibl. Brandi 


F. Long, Zibliotb. S. To. 1. Cap. 5 Sect. 4. 
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here is the unt of 500 ye 
old in this? He calls it indeed a very antient ma- 
nuſcript, hut determines not the particular age 


1 . 


us Mattin's — Ve. 4 3 5 
F. Long ſild it, how could he Hy, Tate 
10 7 no F in this Hat, 1 rer ir from 4 


F. Long? VT18 3s ; 
3. When he aw he could no longer juſtify W 


argument, how | unfairly docs he come off with 
this pitiful concluſton? Whatever be determined 
| concerning the antiquity of the copy, the paſſage of © 
. John is found in it, and ix the be 
fer; 4hat's enough. Is it ſo? But hat js It e- 
| noug zn for! Is it enough to prove the py o be 
old, "and before the aft of pritit „ if it be but a 
rranſerip t from” the print? or does Mr. Martin 
| think by meanly of Mankind. that they v will cake 
the paſſage to have been St. Jabn's orig Sen. 
becauſe ſomebody of late lias Written down 
words? He might even as well have faid, the 
paſſage is now printed, and that's enough; no 
matter what authority they had for it. Bur it ö 
muſt be enough, tho it be nothing to the purpoſe, 
Ka Mr. Mas tin could prove no more from 
From the whole of his a 1 take leave 
5 make a few inferences. 

1. That Mr. Martin ſhould not think ic ſtrange, 
nor take it ill, if fome ſuſpicion be entertained 
concerning others in what they have ſpoken in 
general terms of the manuſcripts made uſe of 
by them, in reviſing the New Teſtament at 
leaſt ſo much as to put us upon examining into 
the grounds they went upon; leſt perhaps, thro⸗ . 
a cautious fear o poſing the ſtrong and gene- 
ral prejudices "of the age, or from ſome ather 
bas, they alſo, like Me. Martin, might conceal. 
ſome things known to them, Wich they did not 
Care to have E 85 

2. That he "ſhould not cenſure others too i 

hardly and vehethendly, if a any have made ſome 
ſuch lip, much 8 it were only a miſtake _ 
ny  inadvertehcy. He ſhould not call Robert 

8 Stephens 


ſuch hard eee e. Iwill by no means cen- 


of the Berlin copy, While: be concealed: what he 
knew of its . 


niſlaid; which . the frivolous, excuſes. he 


ſoch manuſcripts in great plenty ; eſpecially in 


| - 
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: 1 a cheat and impoteer, if he failed to put 
his marks. N in the night place. LN 
be very ſorry if any ſhould give Mt. Marty. 
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ſure as an evil man, - tho I can't help thinking he 


has impoſed: on the world, and dealt unfairly in 
this matter, . viz. in recommending the antiquity. 


3. remains true what I had for- 
merly 8 "oe That the paſſage of St. John us, 
not now found i in any one antient Greet manu- 
ſcript yet known to the learned world; this Berlin 
manuſcript being the only one Mr. Martin pre: 
tends to inſtance in, the copies of Stepbens 
and others no longer in being, as he ſays, or 


makes, 


” 7 
4 4 1 1 5 255 FF 


a SlokBw als, 41 Jy 
Off RovzRT e 8 Greek 4 ani 


N ufo, 


1 * HO Mr. Martin can find no 2 antient Greek 8 
manuſcript in being, which has the text in 
diſpute, yet he thinks time was hen there were 


the days of R. Stephens, to whoſe manuſcripts 
he 7 as an invincible proof of the genuine. 
neſs of this paſſage. To make this appear, he 
undertakes, 1. To ſhew that Stephens 4 more 
than ſeven copies of this epiſtle « of St. Jobn, and 
that the text under debate was in ſome of them 
entire. And, 2. That the ſeven copies, refer d 
to by ee s marks in his folio edition, wanted 
only the words i 79 df, in beaven; and that 
there was no miſtake in placing the Obelus, as. 
has * ING: e Which b. ba 7 


Fg 


wa 


ina ration, Se. 


on oath ROY j tho 1 th n what 15 
aid in my former anſwer is ſufficient co . 
what Mr. Martin has ſaid in reply W 

Bur I muſt firſt take ſome notice of what he 
ſays as to the number of Stephens manuſcripts, .. 
Mr. Martin thinks he has done a conliderable 
thing in determining the number of Stephens 
baker pts to be ſeventeen; Pretending to cor- 
rect Dr. Milfs error, in char under the number 
of teen he comprehends the Complutenſſan edi-. 
tion. Now cho T judge it nothing to che pur- 
poſe whether 17 — GY "ſixteen or ſeventeen. 
manuſcripts, ſo long as there were bur ſeven of 
St. Jobn's epiſtle, yet I am not convinced that, 
this was any error in Dr. Mil; becauſe Stephens 


himſelf in his preface ſpeaks but of ſixteen, and 


 exprelly ſays, the Complutenſian was one 
them. He marks the manuſcripts in his mar- 
15 by the numeral letters in Greek, one, fo, 


oo and ſo on, ſays he, unto. ee ad ſer- 
: and directs us b he ff. 


tim decimum 1 
#t 1 'Complutenfian * * What can be. 
more plain ? > And therefore whatever Be meant, 
by ea of ſeventeen, and tho he may ſeem. 

to be a better judge in the caſe than Dr, MI, 


yet I think Stephens himſelf a better judge than 
either of them, who mentions no more than 


Arten; and which is more ſtill, the work itſelf 


ſhews it, ſince Mr. Martin pretends not to — : 


any ſeventeenth number once referr'd to throug 


Pe 


cout the whole; which is a demonſtration wy : 


. Stephens made uſe of but ſiateen manuſcripts. 
I thought in one place Dr. Mill had allowd fr. 
teen beſides the omplutenflan : but I perceive. 

en 2 more Mik review of his e that, be 
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a2 miſtake in 60 


ridiculbus; ee, ſolid and. juſt 


71 . Me 18 8 Tong 6 us, 


Fo : ing to a volume, 97 


- as they are rela; > 


verſity, in the volumes of man 


iq 
15 
| 

[4 

: 

1 

: = 
: 3 
. 
5 

i : 
f 
: 
1 
5 5 
= 
: 
1 
*Y 
. - 
= - 
9 
1 
=. 
: 
j 5 
[1 

; ＋ 
1 
7 

} 

N 

ö | 
' 
'2 
. 
= 


5 


"Sis S dit ſe UE 
. becher 1 
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1 "Mattin i "Ras nat proved 1 — 90 hen 
in al Bis fixteen 7 manuſcripts. n dan 0 than ſe. 
vent copies of $3 1 - epifle.z or that De, 

er of, Bourges, Gg. 1 


99780 ging Þ. on f E.CQNITATY, « £444 541 
reaſoning. about i at 15 weak 


Martin's way 


CE OE . ĩͤ oe W — ; 


. kim. To, they, chis, wen mi 
Wof both. 1 29779 

NIr. Martin's pietedded pr got. 
ſeven manuſeriprs,. 1s. POE 9 


4 8 e cagd 2 illles as 
17 vey ERS "ah Wes have fo nc 2 ma- 
afcripts of t. Paul's epiſtles, marked in the 
* margins, whence 1 canclude thete were fo. 
many of che ſeven ike 92 1 be 240 
© We Have 2 ht, A be e Want 
10 


3” Wa 


„Line part of it KA 
Bl if Mr. Ts A a 
ſtare of the manuſcripts of the New, Teſtament, 
ted in „Lag s, bliatheca. Sarra, 
and Dr. MilPs . Prolegomena, . be would have; 


S 
known that there is ſuch a gre el nd g 


TR ordina- 
co _ or for . * om one part 
the New ribs, how * 
1 aher Parts are „ with it. Sometimes : 


is no room for . Ling 2 5 


— 


8 


in = oo _ all: * N Goſo ads are 3 ; mer 

times but one, or two, or three of i, and ſothe- 

times the Ads: and of what Mr. Martin calls the 
ſecond volume, ſometimes the A may be with . 
only the ſeven cathohc epiſtles, ant} not St. PAS, | 
aan St, Paul a. and none of the er. 


two.or e of St. Paul's alone. l > that £ + 


\ foundation. of Mr, Martins argument is a 19 1 
and childiſh fancy, v. That the manuſcripts 8 


= 


ac ordiparily made up in complete . volume 
ike our printed, bhoks, where. the whole impre 2 
fon being uniform, one may indeed, preſume 
e 70 4 & till it be made a 1 2 
of manuſe 1 which are oft hut ſmall 
ſatter d parts, written at the pens and choice 
of various and Pat at Per Ang, is very 


rd. - 
© Mr. Martin laune can duden this at another | 
time: when Dr. Bontly's manuſcripts \ were ob- 


jected to bir he fays, and very properly, „ Erni 
Pt know Bott ng 0 manufcri 1% Dy. Bentley ch. z. 

3 of St. John's eniftle... c ſurmiſes 3 

1s 1 . not Bk rue In 


he like I 15 of 
aac? car's 7 


95 + 2 e * tre were 7 a d. 3 


of the canonical epiſtles, Wee all the one and <7 
were bound together. | This 1 1 Mes: ; 
peremptory; : LE of what ras th oa 

not aten 

ble judges vill f 


Ws not fully Known) bur 40 he 1 Sf 14: . 


ſuch ſoftning Sa here and in many other pars ll "© 
of his writin « he need not have been aſhamed hat 
of his modef ty, for his argument would ; | by 


Well bear it. : 

Mr. Martin's other obſervation from the do 
5 2 marked 9, is ſufficiently refuted by what 1 
| mewed from Dr. Mills particular account of 
P 207. that copy in my former anſwer, which, 1 ſuppoſe 
ts accepted. .Theſe, are the ober vations 


11 


: = that Stephens's ' manuſeripts of St. Town! 

- . - Epiſtle were nut reduced to the number of ſee, 
But if this be his undeniable proof, we need nor 
be much moved with the higheſt commendations 
be oft gives of his own ar chr. 3 

I am next to repreſent the method ih i 
uſed on the contrary ſide, in order to ſhew tha 

1 s manuſcripts of St. Jobn's epiftht were 

no more than ſeven; which Mr. Martin dillikes 
Since Stephens hath not given an account how 
much each manuſcript contained of the .New 
Teſtament, (of which Dr... M complains) the 
learned have thought this the only way ef finding 
it out, viz. by obſerving. how far be has made 
uſe of each manuſcript in noting the various 
Readings; for which he had ſo many occafions, 

5 that tho they did not offer in evety chapter, or 

in ſuch a ſmall epiſtle as the 2d or 3d epiſtle ol. 
St. Fobn, (which Mr. Martin 0 jet in '% 
- much larger compaſs there could not but be 
ſome various readings in them, to be taken no. 
_ tice of by one that carefully collated the manu- 
ſeripts. If then Stepbens, who had made frequent 
references to the other manuſcri ts in the other 
parts of the New Teſtament, has never once 
referred to any but the fees: throughout the 


* OT of St. * nor — 3 
en 


Mr. Mattie? Wii „Oe. 


ſever Cocbolit Epiltles, (hien ind e 95 general, 
went i thyether} is it not. rationally e he 
had ho other manuſcripts of Thet but Theſe ſeven 
before him? How ſtrange were it to ſuppoſe I 
there ſhould not be a any fore of different reading, ——- 
in all that compaſs!” - 
We find one lingle 1 71 5 of St. "Plrer's 2d Pioleg. 
cpiltle Was (a cording MilÞs' relation ofN® 1 174s © 
it) annexed to a eig of the Goſpels, 1175, 
mark d 4%; and this indeed is refer d to by Ste- 3176. 
ont in that chapter. Could there then he other 
manuſcripts of all the ſeven epiſtles; and Vet never 
be takeh notice of? Mr. Martin has not obſerved 
vous any mark of any other but the ſeven manu- 
| ſcripts, ſave, that 90 2 Pet. 1. 4. Which I have 
| been peaking of. Let it be jadgett then if this | 
be not the, moſt equal and rational proceſs 3 tho... - 
do not ſay it was not poſſible. in Stephens = 
| haye manuſcripts, and not. make uſe of them til! 
he came. juſt to 1 Jobn 5, 7. yet 1 think'np man 
vil eve 1 it, if Mr. Fong does not. > 
4 1 Foe — 
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if volume, but the tuo ot bars, viz. 1 and g, 


ged to a agfedlive Look. Is nat "Us 
Ln in NO, Egamingiig he 


ntioned i in the 
Goſpels are not mentioned in the epiſtles, we 
7 nay muſt conclude, that thoſe manuſcripts 

not contain the epiſtles, (tho ordinarily 
they went together, for * ſays, nine of them 
had both;) then ſprely, where the manulerips 
mentioned. in St. Paul's iy never occur in 
all the ſeven catholic epiſtles, we may conclude 
they. belong d to Jfeftive books, which had not 
_ thoſe ſeven epiſtles in them; for it was common 


muſt have bela 


to have St. Paul's epiftles_ arate from the o- 


thers. So that upon 15 whole, T think hitheno 
we haye much ſtronger 9 7. of Stephens hav- 
ing but ſeven e of St. Job's epiſtles, 
E. Mr. Martin's pretend ded. undeniable prooks 
of his having more. 

But he inliſts on futther proof from the tell 
"oy of Beza, who in his firſt note | on, this 


verſe ſays, Eraſmus read it in the manuſcript of 
England; the Complutenſian editors read it alſo; 


and we nend it in ſome. manuſcripts of our friend 
th e 3 tho theſe do 11 agree in all the 


4 © {Wh And afterwards, in another note 


. the words, in heaven, he ſays, theſe cords 
were waning. in "ſeven, manuſcripts : whence Mr. 
Martin infers, thats had more than ſe- 
ven manuſcrip . of this epiſtle ; ſeven * auberein 
thoſe two words were not, and ſome others in which 
the venſe was entire as. inſerted in the tert; and 
that Be makes a manifeſt di iftinZion between 


_To this I 0 Ach dern a words of BE, 0 


* 


.of the one and of the other, or 
| berween the /ome manuſcripts and the enen. 


* 
924 n n . E - cot... Swim. - 
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* cond, x note, were nat among cha nonnullis, dt 
t# ſome mention d in the lirſt; for he does — 


nuſcripts: and *tis. abſurd. to, imagine, when. he 
ſays in, one note, this ts, nens in an and in 
the, next note, this is wangin fant. 
manuſcripts ; * at therefore all. theſe are digen 
manuſcripts :;, how many hundred Manuſcripts 
mult we bave at this rate? Noz the ſame manu 
{cripts are again oft. produced under ſeveral heads: 
and I doubt not but it was, ſo here, and chat the 
a ich Wanted the words, in heaven, were 
of the ame which he thaughr had the werſe 3 be- 
cauſe, according to $:gphens's marta, they gud: 
per to abs it all but bee words! Has £61 
lis evident that Beza; could not in his. way 
of reckoning, but account theſe ſeven magſcripes | 
to be among thoſe that. had the verſe: in 


tho they wanted /hoſe words, (unleſs he — - 


alſo they wanted more than the words, in Bea 
ven, which Mr. Martin will not yield) becauſe: 
he reckong the Complutinſian aid the Briti/pcofiies 
among them, which yet had not the entire words 
a; inſerted in Stephens tent; and he owunz that 
they diſagreed, 1 in ſeveral p rriculars: And indeed. 
in one there is a diffexence, 3vdged--to- be of 
more importance than the. g of the Words, 
n beaven, e to; 0 that here Was o 
185 reaſon, for diſtinguifhipg the ſexven manut. 
ſeripts from thoſe which; hac the verſe in gross, 
than for diſtinguiſhing: the others which had 
their different readings tom, but yet are ſaid by 
bim to have the verſe. Theſe then were intended 
= Be 8 Ae A, /ame; manuſcripts, if he 


urely 1 ich I muſt ow]n 1 
Suge fm) lin n 0 * 


wy Say . 
That 


5, in ſeptem aliis cadicibus, in ſeven other: ma- 


Kate bſtently 3. but if he talked 
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. Ts 
That Beka writes confuſedly and JET ely, as 

a man uncertain, and that had not fully inquired 

into the manuſcripts, as ought to be done in fo 


critical and important a cafe, (unleſs he had a 


Py 


Ch. 12. 


 mind'to/leave it in the dark) ſeems to me v 
plain; elfe:why did he in ſo nice a matter, and 


. 


ſo much conteſted. only ſay in general, this "verſe, 


tho wanting in ſuch and ſuch, 8&c. Is yei in ſome 
of Stephens's manuſcripts ? Why did he not tel} 
the world in which * manuſcripts it was, at 
leaſt in how many of them; as in the next 
note, and in the foregoing - notes, he did? 
ſometimes he mentions two, ſometimes three, 
and ſaven, Fc. Why were we in this extraordi- 


nary: ſubject to be put off with a looſe and are. 


lefai indefinite ſome? Lean't but ſuſpect, that hav- 
ing Sbepbens s.copy before him, where he had ſet 


don ſeven in the margin, Beza could eaſily fay 
ſeven too in his notes; but in this place where 


there was no ſuch guide, he only ventures to 


ſlay *tis- in ſome, ſince it Was in the tert al 


8 {ble mo aliw 


hat: Beza took little ae to ls any Katt ; 


into the manuſcripts himſelf; I had noted from 


Dr. Mill; ſothat Mr; Martin need not aſk, here 
did I find this? And whereas I had ſaid Beza was 


furniſhed with Henry Stephen's (Son of Robert) 


collection of the various readings of more copies 


(Dr. Mill ſays ten) added to thoſe of his father; 


by which means, F Judge, he was eaſed of his 


own laborious ſearch * Mr. Martin breaks out 
into theſe angry and denſorious words, 7 # 
e diſagrecable thing to have to: do with men, who 
Ti hs every thing, and fear not what they /a)- 


But wherein hs 1 been ſo rega 
as this cenſure repreſents "me? Beza, ſays he, 
received not this valuable 


N 8 i \ + 4 


rdleſs of truth 


from H. Stephens, 
till oe” the dialb of Robert his Jun, Se 


3 
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Tord three © "years after Bimſelf had pri 2512 the 
New 1 and pee of Beza, PUP bliſhed. 
Amo 155 
But as 1 never "Gia Brzd received. this copy, 
from Henry Stephens, ſo I doubt Mr. Martin has, 
ſpoken at all hazards, in faying p ſitiwely that 
Reza never received this copy of H. Ste bens; till 
alter the death of Robert his. father. demand : 
| his evidence for this: for Pr. Mill, "who. Was 4 
conſiderate and wary man, tells us, that it was 
Robert Stephens whogave Beza this collection of | 
his ſon's, and 1. think a -thall' not bazard' any. 
ting if 1 Tay, that he £2) ve it in his life-time. 
And till Me. "Martin bn ugs his. vouchers, for : 
| what he ſo earneſtly and pokitively aſſerts, 1 ſhall 
take leave to credit Dr. Mill rather chan. him; 
and the more, becauſe 1 fin Beza himſelf Tays, 
that he had a, copy oY various readings. (which 1 
take to be the ſame) in N Ste 5 7955 time, even, 
before” the edition in 1556; In the Preface to 
which, ſpeaking of what helps he had in this 
vork, he ſays, Moreover I had a copy from my 2 
imd Stephens? s library, which had been — — 
ampared with about twenty-frue manuſcripts, 
and almoſt all the printed e: which one 
thing has eaſed me of a great deal of. trouble, fince. 
I cal here ſometimes ſee the ee of, in. 
lerpreters confirmed by ſome” manuſcripis * . 
| that inſtead of his ſaying, 7 Fear d nat, it may 
perhaps be thought, that My: Martin 40 car, 
int what be ſaid. | 
In ſhort, if Beza's PS I or. me in bu. 
lupe, were only the /z ame . his ſeven which 


4 8 , wanted . 


EF A ber ens acrefſt em lar ex. Stephani i bib- 
lotheca, cum viginti = plas. minus 8 Codicibus, &. 
pene /imprellis, diligentiflime* collatum.” Que, _ 
una, pre cæteris, magnopere me ſublevavit, quum interdum . 
| hs gu uz alioqui ſola interpretum conjeQura nitebantur; 
Jus cis autoritate confirmata. 1 1 


REE 1 % 


"wanted the words, in heaven, dah WA Ae 


no more than even; and ſo it proves not Mr, 


Maß lin's point, ' vie. that Stephens had) mor 1 
ſeven manuſcripts of St. John's 1 
he meant ſome others beſides, tho not e 


the ſeven, then he ſhould ave ＋ i hat 15 — we] | 


vas in 4, Stipbens's cfipts, fince 
bp the ſeven, (as is fup 1550 07 by him him 
others alſo ; unleſs. Mr. Mar alla: 
ſeems to do, that of thoſe others, l F 
ſome wanted the whole 4 e, 555 hic 
make ſorne uſe hereafter, 0 relation! to id Th 
care and accuracy in plac cing and correcting. his 
mars of reference; upon 1 Hh alone Mr. Mar- 
n depends for making good his authority for thi 
verſe, from thoſe / ſeven A . t to the con- 
fideration of which I 6, and 


- Setondly, That Me. 75 his not. card 
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Stephens from a Lid e in his marks, . referrin 
to the ſeven copies, W ar alone he N os 8. 
; obn 8. epiſtle. ? 
Whatever become of the reſt of Stephen's 
 ednuefiprs, 1 ret, if 901 ſeven, which are no- 
ted in his margin,” did want. only. the words 
Av TW Uf, in heaven, it will fol low, i & grant, 
that al the reſt of the verſe was in thoſe bee 
copies, Bur tho Stephens's marks are Placed ſo 
as to ſignify that only thoſe wo words are wait- 
ing, yet it will not be granted that this is ; deciſtue 
for the authority this.text, or for proving t 
it was in thoſe manuſcripts, if there be 200d rea- 
ſon to ſuſpect that one of Stephens's marks was 
placed wrong ; and that inſtead of being ſet alter 
the words, in beaven, it ould have been ſet 
after the words, in carib, in the next verſe, 
Many learned men, who could be glad to ſe- 
cure the authority of bis. tert, have greatly 
| opbrod, that & there is a idee e $ 
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matter, Near 150 years ago, the Divities | 
univerſity of Louvain made. an exception upon 
| this article: Mr. Martin can't think but they 
had ſome weighty eg for making this ſcruple; 
probably it was becauſe they had never feen or 
heard of any Tuch cop Whack wanted thoſe two 
words, in heaven, $i no more; and then it 
would ſeem ſtrange that Stephens had ſo many 0 
them as even: this ſtagger d thoſe divines altnof 
x the beginni! gp. d the ſtumbling-block re- 
mains unremoved to this day. For | 

That which ſtrengthens the oljetion againſt 
Stephens's mark, is, that upon 10 into the 
French king's library, where Stephens had ſome 
of his manuſcripts, t ere is no ſuch manuſeript 
found there, nor elſewhere that I ever heard of, 
which wanted zhoſe words, and no more; and 
_ this is what I aſk, to have one manuſcript in 
proof of it; and it is not ridiculous, but reaſon» | 

able, to r Mr. Marlin grants the way to deter- 


1 


mine tis point of the Belus, would be by the = 


manuſcr Toe Foe theme el 4 3 but he fays, this is im- 
practic 


le, becau as he pretends, the manus-. = 


ſeripts are no Fee in being. But I know notch. xiii. 


what warrant he or any have for ſaying fo, ſave” 
that they can find none which anſwers to their ex- 

pectation in this affair. Manuſcripts, OF mean an- 
tient ones, haye been been of greater Heb? m and value, 


and ſo more worthy, of careful preſervation, from > 


Stephens's time than they were before; and as 
; IT are of no value IM to him that preſerves 
them, ſo it is. not likely very many, of them 
ſhould. be deftroy'd,, "hat had once been taken 
| Notice of, and highly.prized: and is ſtrange if 
not fo mich as one THO fave ſhould. eſcape, to 
ll there. had been, ſuch a copy 1 
hat way then will Mr. gli ake . , 


us s chat 81g 15 has been exact od al and that - 
.. , ' thoſe. 
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thoſe Ls 1 are all groundleſs ? Truly 
only this, that Stephens has not corrected bim elf 


as he ought, and as he thinks he would, it he 
had ſer his marks wrong: he tells us, as he Was 
| exat? and. judicious, hie Goch to have | given an 
adveniſement of ſo confiderable a fault as this, 
y way of emendation, Which he has not dhe; 
1 that Bezxa's annotations were Printed by 
1 himſelf; 3 that it was a nice and curious 
matter, to ſee in what manner Bexa had fp, poken 


of this paſſage concerning the Trinity in the God. 


head, which bad raiſed 755 conigſts: That all 
this deſerved that be ſhout fee what uſe Beza had 


made of bis manu ſcripts, on à text of this impor. 


tance ; And then infers, "Who can doubt after this 
that if Beza had advanced a falſhood in aſſerting 

that he read the verſe in 'S tephens* s manulſcrip ts 
that learned printer would not have diſterned it, or 
that he would have printed it ? concluding, that if 
Stephens had 'not ſuch manuſcripts, in which the 


text was found, he was an impoſtar, an infamas | 


fellow, and d erb the uma. contempt. 
But what is there in all this more than the 


bre telling us what Stenbens ought to have done? 


And ſo he ought in all the other parts of his 
work; but yet he has not by bis cafe and faith- 

fulneſs either prevented or corrected all conſi- 
derable faults; and therefore this alone is no ſuf- 
ficient ſatisfaction that there is no fault in the 
fabeet? before us, where we have ſuch grounds! to. 

ct it. . 

am far from detrating, from the praiſe and 
eſteem of R. Stephens as a critic, and à curious 
printer; nor do I think him at ſo little a diſtance 


from the character of an infamous fellow, worthy | 


of utmoſt contempt, that nothing ſtands between 
him and it, but only the ſlender ſuppoſition « 5 bis 


having ſee 25 marks exactly right LACY = the : 


„„ Ae £5: 
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Ge Mahns Examination, & 3 34 
Mr. Martin who uſes him thus cruelly,: forgetting 


how eaſily men run, into little arts, A Rags 
concealment. about manuſcripts. e eee 1 


But ſtill I cannot rely on Stephens 8 care a_—  - 

faithfulneſs, with ſuch a confidence as Mt. Mar. 

in requires, nor yet clear bim from all faults 

either in other texts, or in this itſelf; , How Beza 

and he wenge it, I know not, nor what their 
intention WAS 3. but 1 {ce 1 they, with Mr. 

Martin, have left the buſiheſs in ee 

inconſiſtency, as I will chew. anon 
That Stepbent made man oy ans. I s ſo-a ap- 

parent, that Dr. Mi RE above 700 ” | 

in one article, Di. in. comparing ng tlie Compluten- | 

fan edition, in which, he found ſo many different 

readings not taken notice of by him. And fo Prits. Nt 

far was he from unerring exactneſs, that he ſomes 1472. 

times put info. 1 the text. what he had no ſufficient. 

zuthority for. I will give one inſtance, which, 

T obſerved without, much ſearch, in Rev. 1. 11, 

where the words, 7. am Apba and Omega, cbe fer . | 

and the laſt, are put into Stephenss text, and his. 

margin notes them to be wanting only in tw. 

manuſcripts a and ie; whereas Beza on the place, 4 

tells us, 5 words are not in the Complutenſian. | 4 

edition, nor in any other of Stephens's manuſcripts *.” = 

Here then let me aſk Mr. Martin the ſame, que- 

ſtions which he aſks in relation to the text of St. 

Jen, Whence came it there? er where did Deter 

Stephens meet with it to giue it chat place, if - il ch. x. 

was in none of his manuſcripts? And why LNG --. 

he mark only 750 copies as wanting the words? 

Why did he not ſay, #» dc Or in all, as Mr. 

ANartin pretends he would, if he aw, them not in 

ay e ? And why did N not COVE, an 
ene q | this fault, Ses 1 „ 


„ * — 


Will 


* 


> „ * : 


tows cv in Gage, oi. noi dn quot. 
8 
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Wil I'Me. Martin ſay he was an aa fel. 
i for inſerting theſe Sr without manuſtript;? 
hope he will pot treat bim in this cruel manner. 
ſow apply but all this to his infertion of the 
paffage of St. John, and his miſplacing the marks 
and all Mr. Martin's long flouriſhes upon the 
exactneſs and faithfulneſs of that learne Printer 
will do him little ſervice. What tho he ſaid in 
bis preface, that he put nothing into the tert, 
rwullam ommimb literam, not 4 letter, but upon the 
authority of he moſt and beft manuſcripts ? We 
| ſee *twas not fo in fact; and "therefofe it is but 
empty Baramgut to run out into an encomium of 
Stephens's care and concern, and his duty in the 
aſe, when we are enquiring what he bas, not 
Phat he Pond have done. Mr. Martin ſays, 
© "He hag not the villam to forge a text which bal 
vol been in his own "manuſcripts ; z.nor do I fay any 
thing of his clay: bur, he has put in ſome te: 
which Beza (Mr. Martin's own evidence) fays 
Was not in his on manuſeripts z and why ould 
- he not be as likely to do it in St. John's Epiſtle, 
— where he might be under more fear of offending 
others, and where he had the C omplutenſian edi- 
tion to countenance the paſſage, as in St. J 
Revelation, where he had not that precedent? 
It may perhaps be ſaid, that Beza however 
has corrected this fault of 'S/epbens's ; true, be 
did fay what is (contrary to Stephens's account, 
"As does not rake notice of Stephens's fault in the 
matter. And I conceive alſo that I ſee the = 
in Beza's notes oft the' paſſage. i in St. Jobn's po 
ſtle, how that tho he finds not fault with 
friend Stephens marks, yet he has ſaid ſomething 
which is inconſiſtent With him, and that ſhews 
there was ſomething wrong in His marks ; for he 
only ſays this verſe was read in nomullis, in ſome 
of Stephens's: manuſcripts, as well as in the Con. 
Plutenſian; YT which it ä that n 


f , 
* \ 


— 


Mr. M „Mar ; 8. Wees Ve. 


all of them, (for be yrould, not have contealed 
F * 2 Mr. Martin, I think, takes it; for 


175 M. 7 1 determine in how many 8 


Fay in ſome of thews: 


in his Exam 
there wert try — i , penffas, fur the 
expreſſion in ſome, which Bez uſes, mul I r . 
gd of two at teaft ſp that there were-at lt 
nine in which, the verſe a. Found, Rene the 
e e its 36; j 1 
| Wy I ipake exatily upon is on 2 ac⸗ | 
| curate ſearch, as Mr. Marti thinks, aud not at Z 
adyentures, + plainly, 8 Stephens; wo 
repreſents the yeiſe to be in l his mapyſcrigys, 
but without the words, ig heaven, in ſeven f 
chem; for þe docs not merk ane in n the margin : 
8 waiting the whale. And ſo the I Bi- 


vines underſtood it, that allSzephe pies h ; 
the verſe f. And if Mr: Martin. will kein; - 


that e had 5 5 manuſcripts, and we ſhould | | 
ſuppo! ka Ft from Beza, tat wine = 
en I aſk, What, 27 = 


or - 1 1 


on Wn. 29 Tor verſe 1 not to, . the mare | 
rity certain and; 4 deni ble for aur 74h verſes: b | 
obſe {ervin that, the works: on earth, tho nc in all | 
copies, Thould yet be kept, nf, lays he, expun- 

gatur Prorim- antecedens verſus. But I think if 
all the manuſcripts: confirmed ſo ſtrongly that 
verſe, he heed hot have made 1 ſuch an „ e 


Vis aleſt A Brecedong. werſe.s „ 
3 f nee ente Shs e 1 


e 


&c. he lays; Thas 4 teat Ch. off. 
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8 — plain then that Stephens his not done 


eine to the manuſcripts, in not marking what 
wanted the verſe; and Beza, if he ſaw it, and bad 
a mind to be open in ſoch an important point, 
_ could have ſet the matter in a Clear light by men. 

, tioning what, or how many manuſcripts had it, 
and not have left us in the dark ſtill, by an ur un. 
certain nonnullis, or ſome of them. 15 


If Mr. Martin to avoid the argufhent Call r re- | 1 
treat, and ſay, that all Stephens's manuſcripts had 
the verſe in grofs, he muſt remember, that it i 


what"Beza would not pretend to ſay; and what 
alſo carries in it very abſurd ſupp tions, vix. 
1 Se ſhould. have thirteen or fourteen many- 


Caryophilas none, and F. Simon none: "Bur 95. N 


pbem could find nere other, it ſeems! What not 
one that wanted it? What ſtrange luck had he? 

How different from all other inquirers after the 
antient manuſeripts? 2. And what is further 
ſtrange, is, chat all theſe are loſt: What, four- 

teen, or eleven, or nine manuſcripts, be it which 
. it will, all in a cluſter, and not one to be found 
ſince Did Stephens, think we, ' burn them when 
he had done? or had no body any value for ſuch 

a manuſcript. to fpare and to preſerve it, as they | 


think Stephens might make a ſilent lip, 220 drop 
his ſemicircle too ſhort, than to admit fo many” 
abſurdiries all at once??? a 
And as for his edition with! Br 7 
n it was done eve the ef was . 
. Een VAR 


vithitanding all. Mr. Martin's n We 
2 t aſſertions, they appear plainly to: be falſe in 
fact, from an actual ſearch made inte Srephens's manuſfripts., 
3 by F. Ii Long 3 an account whereof he ſent to Mr. Martin, © 
.. - ä e er mnt ey 4 
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* 


did To many others? How much more eaſy is it to ; 


3 annots- : 
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tifement at PE he beſpeaks. favour and par- 
don of his omiſſions or. neglects upon that ac- 
count, I think we ought to accept his excuſe, 
He lantæ feſtinationi condona. 

Nor is it unworthy of our — "has, 
| Zrza's annotations. were printed by Stephens at 


zal and prejudice againſt all Autitrinitarians, 
where Serve/us had been cruelly | burnt at the 
Sake but three years before, at the inſtigation 
| of Calvin; and Bea was ſo full of it, that in 
theſe very annotations, he could not forbear juſti- 
hing the fact; having mentioned Servetus's 
ſtanding in his opinions even to death, on 2 Pet. 


1.4. he adds an ironical ſcoff, not much leſs. 


quel than his death itſelf * * „ yet, good man, ſome 
think be bad great. wrong done him. Is it any 


great wonder then if they durſt not, or would 


„ 


not caſt out 72 a text, that was n a prin 


of the Greek 7 No Jon it was more ſafe to L 


fy little, and to let it paſs with a ſilent omiſſion z, 
ad perhaps we may ſay (as Mr, Martin ſays of 
him, in relation to his inſerting the words 


® 74 ganas. in heaven, tho againſt the authority 
of all, at leaſt of moſt of his manuſcripts) 4% 
cerning that this could be 20 other ay an Ons | 


be gave them a place in his len. 
pon the whole of this ſub ect of. the manu-. 


ſcripts, I cannot but make Nig reflexion.., What. 


a ſtrange ſlippery text do ſome make this to be? 
who ſuppoſe that at firſt it was 2 out generally 
in Ne mm N 7 0 of St. acts epiltle,... 


yk 5. 


3 e L 31 2 
. 4 


ind the printer in haſte; and ſince, in his aduer- | 


Geneva, at a time and place flaming with bitter 


bed N 
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Cee this cart well deny frofti its being Wa 
mg the e et front gh 455 

primitive writerd ;) that affkrvards if wy 
Foun þ in! Africa; of ſomewhere” elſe, and 


brought back again into the es as A choice 

treaſurè ; but-now-when . 

it is gone again, and one knows how og: 
ſo that both at frft ant at la tis wafiting, a 


if no care nor caution were ſüntient to bold it 


5 faſt in the Bible. 


thus managed, 


When Mr. Mertin can' git ps the Ile f. 
tener of any other verſe in the New Teſtament 


credit to this. 5 
As for the reſto che Gredt mahuſer 5 which 
thers,” beſides" Stephens, are N 


ſeen; 1 ſee nothing more that need be pag 


them, but refer my reader to what T hate 1 


fear of reptoach: : Cajetan' ſays ally, 115 f 
but in ſome; (juſt as F. Simò Gr ai, when 


in my former anſwer.” 


Fl Amelot's evidence; chi he bound it 'E in ge 
moſt antient manuferipts in the Vatican hides 
has been fully overthrowii'in my Hiſcber, p. 202, 
The Complutenſum editors 123 no manufcript for 


the text herd it was preſumed: Eraſmus pit 
ir into his 3d edition againft his judgr 


he knew of none?) And who at that time could 


fays nothing; 9 775 ſilence Mr. Marlin takes 


have preſum'd” leſs ? Laur. Yalla is filent, and 


for gdod anthority, that it was in all his ſever, 
manuſcripts; and yet he has not proved he bad 


ſo many as bie, of St. Jobs epiftle: For be 


— he had feven'of che 1 which 


3. 


: , ce, if fo un 
in the Teck 5 when Mr 


"we Thall” be leſs aftiatiied ro ge 
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Mr. Martin's Examination, Ac. agg 
he durſt not give his book the true title oi Zeesen - 
Latin verſion compared with. the Greek, ſince it.. 
would have ſtartled his readers, and might have 
trought bim into trouble, by reaſon of . the-extreme 
| afetfion, uubich was ſbewn towards the Latin ver- 

fan's and- that /ome made Bim guiliy -of 4 kind. of ; 
fcrilege, for having. attempted. to alter the Latin 
| oerfion. What then had become of Valla, if 
he had thrown. out this text? And yet his ſi- | 
lence muſt be a convincing proof that he found; =. 
it! Truly Mr. Martin has quite N N e- 
vidence by talking too much about him. 
So that I think I might jultly. fay, there is- 5 
evidence; of one antient Greek manuſcript yet 
known to the world, which warrants" this tert; 
| which yet is very different from ſaying abſolutely, 

that there is not ſo much. as one which has it, which 


Mr, Martin unjuſtly. affirms of me, and adds, =" 


that I repeat it an hundred times. I may urge Eni, 
him, indeed with the omiſſion of it in all, a8 ch. x. 4 
what I think probable, but I did not aſſort ie * | 
"us. not in n nuſcript in the ard c g, 5 


A , DE: 


| War 5 Preface a 4 Bible, 


. Se. 


Ferna, as St. 7 1 the FEY El 0 | 


verſion by the beft Greek manuſcripts in his 1 
time, *tis reaſonable to conclude that bis New | : 
Teſtament ſhould be very agreeable to the orighs . 
nal Greek. His teſtimony therefore, Who ſearch . 
into the primitiye manuſcripts, muſt needs be 

bee weight, to determine the genuinenefs 


this paſſage of St, Fobn. But how ſhall we. „ 1 


know what St. 1 thought, of this mattet? 
It muſt be either, from his -writings; by 80 
that, he g N "this / 3. e moſt at 


* #4” 6 
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gd Log of his Bible itſelf : bot reichen of tel 


give any countenance to the tet. 


There is no pretence for it frem ay of n 
undoubted writings, where he had very great de. 
cafion for ſuch a text: All that is pretended is 


from an uncertain preface to the ſeven- epiſtles, 


which has been in ſome Latin Bibles and not 
in others; and in the former, ſometimes it u 


attributed to 7 1 and ſometimes without any 
author named. 


Crit. Hig, buted to him in the manuſcripts, which apparently 


of Verl. belong not to him, as F. Simon has obſerved,” 
ch. ix, Du Pin, Martianus; Pr. Mill, Sc. have given it 


But Mr. Martin, who being ſecure in nothing 


lays hold of every thing, maintains it to be ge- 


nuine; and has the vanity to fay, he has proved 


Rxiaminat the fad, and maintained it againſt the Nrn. . 


ch. i. oft objeftions that were ever made to it. And 
yet I think he has not faid-one- word in Proof 'of 
it, but that it has bore St. Ferom's name, and 


2 under that title a long time; when yet 


imſelf can tell. us, when *tis in favour of his 


Diſſertat. on cauſe, that a . exam pple may be given 


* * of titles preſix d to the works of the antients after- 


wards by others, who finding 4 treatiſe without. 
a title, jude'd it N to make one; z bj * 


577 be here. 


or has' Mr. Martin ate it againſt 
all objections; he has ſaid ſomething indeed to 
ſhew that pgſibly it might be St. Ferom's not- 
withſtanding ſome of the objections; viz. not. 
withſtanding it be not in his own catalogue f, 
refaces ; notwithſtanding: it be often without 
Is name; 'norwithitanding the uſe of the word 
canonical epiſtles, inſtead of catholic ; and not- 
| vithſtanding Bede took no. notice of this pre- 


face, 


The learned in our age, are 
pretty generally agreed that this was not Ferom' 0 
even as many other prefaces have been attri- | 


Mr. Matin 2 1 — 5 & 


tho he commented on St. Jabr's epiſtles. But 


what does all this amount to? It does not ſhew 
it to be ſo much as probable and likely; only 


that tis poſſible, while" tis on many accounts 
very aeg n more than PRE to 2 
alle. N 


bee ee eee 


ſiſted on, which” only are what I need 5p 
and yet-he is ſo trifling and vain as to fay, that 
if I defend not the arguments on wy fide of the que- 


| flm; I fairly own myſelf defeated; Mir. | Martin : 


may be one df thoſe writers, if he will, who 
are ſure to defend every thing ſaid by any one 
on his ſide of the queſt ion; but I beg leave to 


defend what I myſclf jud judge to be valid and con- 


vincing- I had ſaid, that St. Jerom, in this 
preface, appears to inſinuate that all the Greek 
copies had this zext, which-from the total ſilence 
of the Greek Fathers as to this text, muſt be 
falſe : Mr. Aarti denies any ſuch inſinuation 
to be in tie complaint of unfaithful tranflators 


who bad departed from the truth. But why then 


ſhould he complain only of the tran/ſators, as 
the cauſe of all this miſchief ? If there were his 


ſime corruption in the Greek- copies, then the 


| tranlators might have been very faithful ſtill, 
and not the dio of this corruption, as he 
makes them to be; and thereby he clearly in- 
ſinuates, that he new not of any Greek copies, 


but what had thoſe — omitted by the we | 


lators, '/ 3 


I had alſo argned,: that if St. Sora bad: 1 not | 


only: look*d-on this text as a principal ſupport of 
the. Chriſtian faith, by "which the one ſubſtance of 


Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, is confirmed, but 
alſo on himſelf as the reſtorer and: preſerver of 


it, when i it had been loſt. _—_— the Latin 


F os verſions; 


face, nor yet of the fert which it ſpeaks of, 


3 


verſions; it were a moſt ſtrange * that be 
ſhould never mention this text in all his genuine 


aj 
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writings, which he had ſo many occaſions for, 


and which wanted to be inculcated and revived, 


"becauſe left out in the Latin tranſlations. 'Surely 
he would ſoon have loudly alarm'd the world 
with this danger, or this treachery, which he 


had eſpied: But not one word is there of tuck 


a text in all his voluminous works. 
In anſwer to this Mr. Martin ſays, 1 ts 


not follow that, becaufe an antient writer has mt 


quoted this text in a diſcourſe wherein it wat ns. 


tural to quote it, and which ſince has been'quited 
by others, the writer did not look upon it as rea) 
St. John's, and gives an inſtance in Vigilius to 
this purpoſe, who among his many proper oc- 


caſions for this text does but ſometimes men- 
tion it. But he ſhould have read with more 


attention, and then he had found that I argued 
not barely from St. Jerum's ſilence, tho that 
were a ſtrong preſumption, but from his ſenſe 
of the importance of this text, and his being 
the reftorer of it, when it was in danger gf be- 


ing loſt, and had been left out of the Latin 
verſions by unfaithful tranſlators, as the preface 
pretends : Would ſuch a man as St. Ferom have 
always forgotten to produce and to revive this 


text? This was a peculiar caſe, to which no 


other inſtance comes u. 
And tho Jerom have no pttteelnf; treallt 


againſt the Arians, yet frequently he falls upon 


them i in his epiſtles and commentaries: Methinks 
he that ſo oft produces the words, I and ibe 


Father are one; and, Baptize all nations in tht 


name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, to 
prove the Trinity; and who could find that my- 


ſtery ſo often in Ezetiel's prophecy, would as 
well have produced! this text for Ity _ 2 


* 
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Mr. Martin's Examination, Mc. 


» much known of it as of the others; ſince it 
maſt needs have been more upon his thoughts | 
than others, if he had accounted it the chief ſup- 
port of that doctrine, and had been ſo offended 
with others for. omitting it. I think this is | 
| fir reaſoning, and ſhews that the preface is no 
mays agreeable to St. Jerom, eſpecially when there 
1s no proof offer*d that it was his, but only that 
it has been thought ſo; and I am willing others 
ſhould judge which of theſe is the Rrongeft and 
moſt rational preſumption. ' * | 

[have yet more to add to confirm the argu- 
ment from St. Ferom's filence and that is, that 
St, Auſtin had not this text; which will go far to 
prove that it was not in St. Ferom's Bible, or 
jrſion of the New Teſtament; and then tis cer- 
tain the preface could not be St. Jeroms. 

St. Auguſtin has given us a great part of th ; 
Scripture in his numerous writings; he has writ- 
ten a great deal expreſſy of the Trinity, and a- 
ginſt the Arians; and had the greateſt obcafion 
of any man for this text, in order to prove the 
unity of the three perſons, as I have ſhewn in 
ny Anfiver to Mr. Martin.” He ſays his adver- 
ary could not find an inſtance in the Scriptures, 
where it was ever ſaid of different ſubſtances, 
They are one, Himſelf ſhews tis ſaid ſo of ſuch 
3 wete of one ſubſtance, as John 10. 30. and of 
Paul and Apollos, 1 Cor. 3. 8. Now how appo- 
ſte had our text been for this illuſtration, had he 
known of it? Nay more, ſuppoſing it might be 
agued from the next verſe, that the Water, 
Blood, and Spirit, are ſaid to be one, which are 
different ſubſtances, he flees to the common my- 
fical ſenſe of theſe words, as ſignifying Father, 
don, and Spirit, which he thought made for 
him, as being of one ſubſtance ; Of whom, lays 
Is, it might maſt 5 be fi, There are three 
R 2. 7” 5 5 
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Spirit meaning the Father ; by the Blood, the San; 


by the Water, the Holy Spirit +. To what pu- 


poſe ſhould he make uſe of this forced uncertin 


interpretation of the words, (which he a little after 


allows to be expounded by others, if they think | 


words of our text before him? Why does he ay, 


and Spirit, theſe three are one, if actually it had 


been faid fo directly in this very place? Would 
any man in his ſenſes. argue thus? *Tis clear a 


he only brings the next verſe which migh 


when 
Canon of Indeed this is ſo very clear, that Mr. Du Pin 


N. T. 5. ſays peremptorily, St. Auguſtin knew nothing of 


78. this paſſage, elſe he had not failed to quote it. Bu 
himſelf grants, in his zates an ibe verſe, that 


Auſtin did not read it in the text. None, I be. 
lieve, but Mr. Martin will pretend the contrary; 


and he himſelf faints under the difficulty of i, 
Diſſertat. by ſaying, For my part, I maintain this paſſage 
eb. vi. , either was in St. Augultin's Bible, or in caſe it 

was wanting, his Bible was defective. *Tis very 


what at preſent I aim at. 


< - . . Ta: 


true! His Bible then had this defect; which is 


* 


From hence I infer, chat St. Ferom's Bible had | 


the ſame defect alſo as to this verſe ; becauſe.they 


if there had been a difference in ſo important an 


article, as this text being in one Bible and want- 


ing in the other, we ſhould have heard of it from 


ne” part them, 


* 
P 1 


+ L. 3. cont. Maxim. De quibus veriſſime dici potuit, 


tres ſunt teſtes, & tres unum ſunt. Si quo alio mod, 


1 1 


fit, after another manner) if he had the expteß 


to had ſuch free intercourſe by letters in relation 
to the Bible, and St. Auguſtin knew fo well what 
was in St. Ferom's verſion, that tis juſt to ſuppoſe, 


— 
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1 Martin Examination, c. 261 


them, amdug many ocher matters of that kind, 


of ſmaller moment. Zerůem had many 'oppoſers, | 
| who cenſured his performance, and accuſed him 


of altering; the Scriptures againſt the autherity of 
the antieftts; and St. 
time found fault with his Old Teſtament 3 but yet 
in bis Epiſtle to him, he highly commended his 


- o 


verfion' of the New) Teſtament in theſe" werds, 
We heartily thank God for your tranſlation of the © 


Goſpel, berduſe there is notbing in it which offends 


| u uber w#'compate it with the * Greek. "Iticems 
in compared it with the 


then that St. Auguſſt. | 
Greek, and found it to agree: but neither from 
the Greek manuſcripts, nor from St. Fer. 
emendatlon of the Mu Teſtament, (as St.) 
the next Epiſtle, in anſwer to him, + calls that 
which Auguſtzy named the tranſiation of the Goſpel) 


did he learn this text in St. Jobn; hot does he 
| "object any thing from the Tralic verſion about it; 
| tho, I ſuppoſe, he had as good a right it have 
the common Bible, which Mr. Martin talks of, as 


„ 2 0 0 
1 may ker this matter yet further, It ap- 
pears that St. Auguſtin was well acquainted 


ith St. Cyprian's works, who had been eminent 


| in a neighbouring Ser, and whoſe writings lie 
oft refers to; and tho, he had very probably 
read, at leaft heard of bis teſtimony from St. 


. 


11ftin hinfſelf for ſome 


rom in 


John eoncerning the Trinity, yet had he not 


gxthered from thence, that there were any ſuch 
words in St. John as theſe,” There are three that 


bear witneſs, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, any 


otherwife"rhan as. it mig ht be ſaid ſo, By a myſti- 
cal interpretation of the other three witneſſes 
in the 8th ver/e, which, Facundus exprelly tells 


* 4ug. Hirronymo epiſt, x. ed Baſil. MDLVI. Quia pene 


n onnibus nulla offeaſio eſt, cam Scriptaram Grercars con. 
us, | | ns : bs 
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us, was _— St. ie Meaning in that Emus 


12 


teſtimony _ 
7 Which, by the way, may ſatisfy us, tha K 
African Biſhops had this text in their Bibles aer © 
St. Auguſtin's time, yet it was not in the Hal fr 
_ verſion uſed by him, who was more eminent and th 
inquiſitive than any of them; which may check wi 
Examinat. Mr. Martin's confident concluſion with regard y th 
cb. viii. the Italic verſion, That all the monuments 7 p. 
antient tranſlation, ave have extant in the writing Wl ot 
the Fathers, agree in giving us this paſſage. Fa Wil . 
we ſee St. Auſtin did not agree in it; nor conſe th 
quently did St. Ferom's. Bible, if that and d WW M 
Azguſtin's were ſo much alike. "And then I hope af 
the preface pretended for ſuch could not be K ye 
Jerom's; nor — proof os bis verſe was in bi Wi! 
r 1 
There is but one thing more I need ſay upor e 
this head, and that is concerning the very learned te 
Dr. Bentley s manuſcripts, of a thouſand. years old a 
or upwards, which is higher than the Bible of co 
Charles the Great; theſe I have intimated are an 
like to ſhew that St. Jerom's Bible had not 2bjs fut. th 
Mr. Martin ſuſpects they are not fo antient; thi in 
indeed muſt reſt at preſent, on the judgment of br 
that excellent Critic, as Mr. Martin does, and al fe 
muſt allow him to be. Next he ſays, the Boat i 
yet to be written: but J hope the manuſcripts are da 
not. Then he obſerves that the Doctor takes no th 
15 notice, whether every one of theſe manuſcripts be bi 
| of the whole New Teſtament, or only of parts f. 1 
it. I know not well how this matter lies; but ge 
I ſuppoſe the latter with Mr. Martin, and under bs 
| ſtand it ſo, that ſome, have one part, and ſome ; 
another, one can't expect it otherwiſe: but if all 
that contain St. Job's NPE; want t this vert, 4 


: tis all we 'need. 


7 
5 Fl N But 
. 


| iy e it h che en writers. 


1 up 


But when he concludes ſo daringly againſt me, 


] am well aſſured:the Doctor and the Manuſcripts . 


will give bim up 10 bis bad cauſe; and that mine, 


253 
Examinat. 
ii. at 
the end. 


ubich is the cauſe of truth, bas nothing to fear. 


am that guarter q I know not what to ſay, but 


that Mr. Martin is a man of great aſſurance; for 
whatever the Doctor may do, I am not afraid of 
the manuſcripts; and i wonder how Mr. Martin 


pretends to come at this aſſurance, when any 


other man will ſe; no encoui 1 to it from ; 


the! 7 1, mentioned; 


L have reaſon to | 


think, if the Doctor, Poblüh them in his time, 


Mr. Martin may fall from the height of his vain 


aſurance into a ſhameſul diſappointment, 1 
jet the cauſe f truib receive no hurt. Nor 


| ſhall, I be aſhamed to ſbelter - myſelf, which Mr. 


Martin upbraids.. me with, under theſe manu- 


 (ripts;, I'm ſure, nat ſo much, as if I had ſhel- 


tered, myſelf under the Berlin manuſcript. But I 


conſider, that he has none to take ſheltef · under; 


can forgive his contempt of abc v7 ma when 1 


aud, as confident as he is, ſhall only tell him, 
that this great Critic, who has theſe manuſcripte, 
in a late public Lecture at the univerſity of Cam- 
lriche u pon this text has been erp far from de. 


fending it. 
7717 the learned Dr. Waterland, Maſter of Aer 


dale College in that Univerſity, has not thought 


tbis.text once worthy to be mention'd by him, in 
bis late very large Vindication of Cbriſt's Di- 


vinity T: which none will think to be from for- 


getfulneſs ; tho Mr. Martin, with as little rea- 


CHA P. 
| 1 wigs in 1 5 memoirs if 1 life of Dr. #3 Clarke, 
p toi. ſ⸗ Pe, This Sp [our Author's Inquiry into the au- 


th ority o 225 v. 70 e as I have been inform'd, was allud- -- | 


GE in his own famous LAs at Cambridge, 


R4 TER WE | 
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ch. xv. 
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2 . e 70 quote this text, a 2 


Examinat. 


"768 text as genuine in any of his writings, which i in {0 Z&aious : 


' 


which, he fays, F. 


nar mw. 
{ol BEA SORT Ie 
of the two antient 


writers that ar, 


& * * 


Latin writers. 3% EVE 


Ie ur w 85 t this's next; - has not one 
genuine Greet writer is found to have cited 


it on any occaſion, for many hundred, I believe 


not for a thouſand years; and yet who' ſo likely 
to know the Greek Open; C8 rhe Greeks hem: 
es?? net . 
Me. Martin be, that if it be 10 de 
loſe but one proof, which'may be diſpenſed with 
But yet he will not let it go without à 
for it: and therefore produces the /wo paſſages 
from uncertain - authors among Athangfuss 
works; the ff from the Synopfis "Scripture, 
aucon allows atleaſt to 
be eight hundred years old. Mr. Martin thinks it 
to be Athanafins's own. However, tis no matter 


| ch IO eis ewe to Ha only what he 


FE 4 v6 "has 


by 5 - E at: LR en TA 
4 «« when he nocd condi for FR | oe of K ee 


wherein he intirely gave up that text, and publicly provel 


<« it to be ſpurious; I have been alſo informed, that when Dr. 
* Waterland was aſk'd, Whether Dr: e . s arguments, did 


% not convince bim; Be |; ied, No, for he- was convinced | 


% before: Nor does the Doctor, I think, ever quote that 


1% and warm a Trinitarian deſerves to be taken great notice 
*« of, as a ſingular inſtance of hon A impartiality 4 
But whether Dr. Waterland was diſpl with chis commen- 
dation, or whether it proceeded from ſome other motive, be 
has ſufficiently clear d himſelf from all faſpicion of impartiality 
in this reſpect, and, has quoted it in. capital characters in hi 
Importance of: the dottrine of the Trinity, p. 269. without in. 


forming the world of the reaſon, why he forboré to mention it 


before, or what new light he had 0 ver d which ir 


him to urge it now. See Chriftian' Liberty afferted in anſyer 


to Dr. N. aterland's Importance, &c. p. 67. 


* 


with the fir 04 
that zbeſe wor "Were en upon 
on this cries oy there no going 1 n 
As to myfelf, am not about 18 Ball, bir 


cin prove my ppint; but if he rnieans thar che TE. 


author muſt not go Back from tlie fifth chapter ot 
to the ſecond, ke! Has ſpoken too late; for heh Ss. 


done it long ago. For, as he did not keep 


ſrit order, but wrote as things occurr'd. to bis gs. 


memory, after ſomething faid on the third 43 eB. 
v. 8. he goes back to the ſecond,” and after men- 
toning the fn unto death, and not 7a —_—_ 1 5 8 
fifth, returns to the fourch, 1 try 
| pri, whether "they be God; 1 he 9 
mention'd theſe words, © be Unity of "tbe i 
and Father, he immediately connects Sy then 
the expreſs words of ch. 2. 23. And that he who 
Bade the Son hath not the Father ;, . by which Te 
may ſee what his eye was upon : and indeed W. 
it Athanaſius, and had he referred to our pear, 
who can doubt but he would have ſaid, St. 75 ' 
ſhews the Trinity, or the Unity of tlie Father, 
Son, and Spirit; and that he would have men- 
tion'd this text twenty times over in his aher 
writings? 8 that this is. but Ly very 004 
evidence. 1 i 
His other zuller is that of a alone between ; 


% ? * ** 7 ' 
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Athanaſius and Arius; none knows who he Was, . 


and 'tis diſputed wherher a Greek or a Latin. Dr. 

Cove ſays, it was forne raving Monk.: Mr. Martin | 
aͤſſerts at all adventures, that he was an honeſt or- 
thodex Chriſtian. Near the end of his work be 
25 a ſhort — Add to this, St. J ohn ſays 


3 „ 


5 
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the free a. are one ; which looks like a ſmall, 

ſcript added. The words 0 Tpeis 70 & tici, haye 
one little. particle, one ſ yllable too much for 4 
ſeyenth verle of St Jab 3 and one 400 little for 
the Far el ha 15 it cre 98 87 1 


4 3 47 


„ Üͤ 1 ̃ . ] 


1 on Fa ny or all the Greek ee 
Jet were polleſſe of the Greek Teſtaments, 45 
1 ſhall not therefore. be very anxious about the 
Latin African writers in the fth century or after. 
wards; tho this indeed is Mr. Martin's only 
f plauſible plea for the authoriry.o of the text. A 
to St, Cyprian, nothing is ſaid. to invalidate the 
account. of Facundus, which is confirmed alſo by 
Fulgentiu us, (as I conceive from the word. co 7 
_ Tetur) and which clears that. matter. But as, 
all the others after him, in the fifth age, a 
hundred years after Arius and Athanafuus 
time; and to whoſe. allegations. we have..n0 

anſwers of the Arians handed down to us, al 

being ſuppreſſed. or loſt; for, there is no. doubt 

but they had ſomethin bg to ſay, or they yielded 
the victory to their a verſaries, who would not 

have been wholly, ſilent. of "Tuch a triumph, 
obtained by means of a text which their fore- 
fathers, in the heat of that long controverſy, 

had never once thought of: I fay, as for thele, 
Ss - ſuppoſing. their teſtimonies to be taken from the 

WS - ſeventh verſe, and that they had the eighth be- 

Tides, which does not appear; and ſuppoſing their 

Fe had not been altered by the reviſers 

or publiſhers who cauſed them to be printed; 

Rn 900 ſo often have adapted their Scripture, cita- 
| tions to the vulgar verfion, (which F. Simon 
„ wad we 2 oP in, mind, in NW the 12 bi 

| atners 
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Mr. Martin 5 Keg nation, G. 4 


Fathers who. lived before St. Jerom 
was received 3 of which I took notice formerly 1 
| in ſpeaking of Eucberius's teſtimony ; z yett hy 

z one thing to . conſidered of great Mag 
which is more than ſuppaſed, 498.4 is fully, 
ved, viz. That in their time befol 
there was a great deal of co fuſion 0 va- 
 riety in the Latin copies of the New Teſta 
ment, and. e 00 l e tec eyen 0 


and * 
if 


Toh Hiſt. 
| wo of rey mare, in . 5 Fer iy 8 , 
Gabeln . He 


defign, If, heteplicd, they ſay. that the 1 " 7 
are to be. credited, tet. them tell me which; 3 7 ar 
there are almoſt as many different copies as there are 
| books; why ſhould we not have recourſe ta the Geck 
| original, to correßt the faults which proceeded either 
from bad tranſlation, or unjuſt, correction, or - from 
additions and alterations by careleſs copiers ?, And 


St, Auguſtin had ſuch an opinion of theſe cor- 3 I hb 


ruptions of the Latin Bibles of the New Teſta- 
ment, that, with reſpect to their difference from 
the Greek originals and St. Ferom's new verſion, ge 
calls them the old Fal/ties, in his afore-mentioned | 

epiſtle : F any one, thro* contention, fall plead 
far the old falſity, be is eaftly.. convinced or cum 
futed by producing and comparing the (Greek) 
copies. By this we may diſcern how the Latin 
Bibles differed, and that it was very poſſible, 
nay eaſy for St. Auguſtin's to want, what ſome 
ether African's Bible might have, at leaſt after 
his time: and.; tis nu: to xk: 1 one com- 
| mon 


08 + Unde 80 fplant tes if fallitats. 3 Pris 
e lay que i ehe * Jeder Gt vel re- 
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2 1+ Meely"enough fach 4 fine 
Mur, Bhod, and Fpirit, being ſo common i. 
* i wong "them, ſome or other "would" add it (as 
ft 1 they” oft did otlier words) by way 
85 Bang, to the text itſelf; and Py it would fe 


2 
1 * 


1 


Citations that the diff-rence of” heir Books | 


_ this verſe” in His Bible,” he, if he ford it at all, 


| and ForreBed' "the" other by St. Jrrom's, in the 


| 10g thoſe Reviſers under Thi. prince, that they 
were” fo. judicious,” {> exact, fo careful, ſo im. 


1 in chis verſe alſo; that he would leave 


cot 3 aN Lyn rap 0 * W 


Von Bible of all tht Latin Churches out of Whi, 
their tations were taken; when ds from theſe 


"apy ear. 1 8 by YO. D373 N * . 1 — a 

"Aha therefore ſince Sr Ferom's' buſineſs Wis 
to correct ' fach © Hitter polations, omiſiont, and l. 
ter ations, ir follows that if he did not retain 


| us addition: Indeed it was 


ed it as a ſpui 
-myftical" ſenſe of the 


10 illuſtra⸗ 


maifp: for tho gr. Ferim reformed the Lois ver. 

#66; yet it was not received preſently, but mage 
its way y by degrees in fome ages before the other 

verſton was laid aide: and many reformed, 


V thought to be "corrupted, 


"ome in one oe P ſome in another; which 
Tk cnbſed rerreon fen! in the Lalin Manuſcripts; 
"> © "ad, 1 1575 add, gave great trouble to the Re- 


ham's 
Antiq. 
Fol. 6. 


5. 443. 


22 who came after: but withal it gave them 
. handle to om, or keep in ſome” paſſages, 

as trnght be moſt -aprocable to the Kentiments of 
[eheime they N 

And therefore if St. Purer B30 not this Tet, | 
* 5 of no great w weight," that ſome copies, ſop- 
poſed to be taken from that of Charles the 
Great, have it. Inderd Mr. Martin ſuppoſes ſuch 


nce of good and great things conceri- | 


tial, and confulted fo many, ; and the beſt Latin 
nuſcripts, and Greet ones too, and that they | 


us no room for 1 but all was ” 


Mr Martin's E amination, Ge. 


but the world has been fo oft deceiv'd with uch 
pretenſes, that they will not now paſs, when con- 
tradicted by rational arguments, and by ſtrong 
evidence on the other ſide, from all, = Coach 
manuſcripts, which are older, as ſome of them are, 
than thoſe times, and from all the Greek Fathers 
and even from St. Ferom himſelf, as hope is made 
to appear. For tho Mr. zin, with all his pi 
tenſes to logic, is unreaſonable i in expecting poſi- 
tive proofs Of à negative point; yet I have juſt rea- 
ſon to require a poſitive proof of the affirmative, 
(not mere preſumptians) viz. That this text is, or 
ever was, in any antient Greek manuſcripts, or even 
in St. Zeram's own verſion corrected by them, 
And therefore, when Mr. Martin can inform 
us truly, that one of his many ſuppoſed, miſaid. 
or loft Greet manuſcripts, is found again, the 
world will be ready to hear of it; but when a 
. controverſy. * to a only. of tedious. re- 
petitions; and perſonal reflexions, tis a de it 
either is near to an cad. or daa co be res BRIE 
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C H A P.. 3 1 . Dainese 


lin Manuſcript, call Codex : 
© Montfortius. 5 by ; > *CLLaan 


\HE E Ode Montfortius was forme 

known, being mention'd in the Enghſh 
Fol publiſh'd by Walton, and in Dr. Mis 
Prolegomena and Notes ; in both which works the 
various readings of it are inſerted, as far as to the 
hiſt chapter of the epiſtle to the Romans: but 
whether it reach'd any farther, was not known, 
nor where it was depoſited, till the learned Fa- 
ther Je Long inform'd the world of it in his letter 
to Mr. Martin, printed in the Journal des Flu 
vans of June 1720. who having ſeen Mr. Mar? 
— e on 1 e gore” wrote to o him, - 


of + the D 
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this verſe in queſtion” was not found in any of 
them; he having examin'd this matter ſtrictly, at 


"Rory to 


; that i it was certain that R 1 45 
bert Seephins- had but ſeven Creek mamſeripn 
which: contain*d the canonical epiſtles, and that 


wand» 


the deſire of Dr. Roger Dean of Burger, who had 
lately wrote in defence of this text. In ſhort, he 
adds, chat be knew but of two Greek manuſcripts 


where it was to be found, to wit, the Codex Bri- 


tannicus cited by Eraſmus; and the Codex Mont- 
fortius made uſe 'of in Walton*s Polyglot, which 


u, fays he, 18 preſerved in Le Mer of the 
Nu verſiy of Dublin. | 


After this Mr. Martin ed Fork Mr. Ted, | 
Dean'of Aconry, who was then at Dublin, an ex- 


tract of this paſſage, which was compar'd with the 


original by him and the library-keeper. This 


original mark'd & 97. was among the manu- 
ſeripts of the great Archbiſhop Uher. In this 


copy is found the verſe in Sifrubs;/ viz. There are 
three that bear witneſs in heaven, Father, Word, 


5 and Holy Spirit; and theſe three are one. 


Having read Father /e Long*s Letter, and being 
defirous to know how the ſtate; of that Dublin 


copy was as to this point, my learned and worthy 


friend Dr. Samuel Clarke wrote to Dr, Evans then 


Biſhop of Meath, to procure a tranſcript of that 


part of St. 7obn's Epiſtle, who it ſeems defired = 
the ſame Mr. Zrard to do it; whole letter to the 
Biſhop with the ſaid tranſcript, I have now before 


me, and which agrees with the : account t given by 
. Mr. Martin. 


Dr. Mill's account of this copy is, that "is ; 
written in a modern and careleſs band; and the 


form of the letters is, as Mr. Martin owns and I 
| have ſeen, that of our Greek editions, with ac. 
| cents and Hiri. 11 he Doctor n chat ſome 


learned 


_ Au Heis tt uli John 7 P 272. 


1 : 


Mr. Martin's Examination, &c. 25% 
learned man has here and there blotted out ſome  . 
things, which he thought were interpolations 1 
and that in the text itſelf there is a great number 
of readings which are altogether ſingular, or ſuck 
2x are not found in our books. And I may add 
one thing more, that in this place of St. Fobn, — 
the words, theſe three are one, are but once found. 
do wit, in ver. 7. and wholly omitted in the 8th _ 4 
verſe. What antiquity this manuſcript, or that 
from which it was copy'd, was öf, Mr. Martin 
owns he can't certainly demonſtrate; but yet he a 
has endeavour'd to raiſe an opinion of its ant•i e: 
| quity by a ſuggeſtion wholly groundleſs. He is 


* 
vell aſſur'd indeed it could not be before tze 
eleventh century, "becauſe the prologues of To- 
phlylaRt are found in it, who liv'd towards the 
middle of that age: but then he inſinuates, that 
it might be written at the end of that age, and 
. fays there would be no room to doubt it, if we 

could be afſur*d that the date which is found there 

at the epd of St. Mark's goſpel,” is by the ſame 

hand that wrote the copy; for there, as it was 

{ent to him, it is, S pers xodues dine ras m3 xv 

dba h%²e; that is, as he interprets it, written 

after ten ages from the aſcenſion of | Chriſt: And N 
this he ſays points to the eleventh age. Now e· iti 
ther Mr. Martin had a lame account ſent him, 3 
and ſo might be ignorant of the matter; or elſe * 
artfully conceal'd what quite overthrows all his 1 
ſuppoſition, by omitting what it was that is ſaid 2 
to be written at that time, ViZ. t tvay yi rare 
Mggxov- Yoon, S., goſpel according 10 SE. 
Mark was toritten, &c. Why was this omitted. 
but that it might appear as if that was ſaid of the _ 
whole copy, which is only ſaid of Mar#'s original 
goſpel, which of old was F ſuppoſed to be writ- 
A r rv 
+ See Du Pin's Hi/fory of the Canon; vol. II. 42. and 
Dr, Mills notes _ — 25 Mark ; by — ere 


7 


; 
* 


— 


— 
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| the Dublin MS. there. is a note of th | 
at the end of St. John's goſpel allo, relating w 
the time of that goſp 
925 myſelf obſery' d, when I had a ſhort view of that 
Ms. at Dublin, in Auguſt 17 5. —. that ſyp. 


markes of 


exactneſs, or e leave to the Judgment : 
| 1 dee 4 


| St. _ 


5 critic, 9 ſo well verſed in manuſcripts, declares, that b 
but a Jon opinion, being convin 1 from the ſhape of ge 


* R. A VI tel mY 
rift*s-death.? Lik wi 1 
1 | 


es being written. -+Thi] 


ling we grant Mr, Martin that the paſſage wa 
written by the ſame hand with. the copy. yet there 


Ws is not the leaſt foundation for his ! In ference, "that 
it was wrote in the eleventh: age: nor does xh 

here ſignif centuries or ages, but years 3: which 
ſure none will pretend was.defign'd for the date 
af -this copy, but rather of the hg goſpel 


From all which it does not e © hay 


ju 
Thus haying 145 the — . before the mon 


I leave it to the learned to judge of its value and 

authority; while yet it is the any Greet copy. 
among ſuch great numbers, in OK 

1 od, verſe appears to be found. 


8 «nal: 


I shall only add, what Mr. 3 writes hs 


3 f “% That it is writ. currente calamo; and 
8 7 the ſeven canonical epi 


ſtles, as well as the 
of the Revelation, did ſeem to him to be 


44 writ with ſuch haſte, that he thought it was 
5 4 vrit at one ſitting, and with the ſame pen 
And that as a proof of the haſte of the wri- 

We 66 .ter, in ver. 13. he has omitted all from the 

4 firſt hes. Now whether ſuch. a halty and 


gs * . 


modern tranſcript can be depended upon for its 


rosrschier 


le thoſe te were added m divers MSS. at ee j : of 


88 3 ax 5 8 35 
bin manaferipe Me, Ia Cre, that at ee 


letters, that 5 W b ene 
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1 l Lenetelet de la 


wo] . ige moi, 
p. 1). de votre "Diſſertation ſur les temoias 
delle de St. Fean. Ilya long tems que ſe che 


ſerois a acquittẽ de cette obligation, ft elle meſtoiĩt 
tombẽe · pluſtot entte les mains z je ne ay euẽ que 
| hier, & apres avoir parcouru ce que vous Ws. 


toucharit ſes MSS. de Rob. Eftienne, vous voulez 1 


bien que je vous parle avec la franchiſe & la'fin- 
ceritẽ que vous reconnoiſſez en moi. ſe ne touche 
point a authenticitẽ de ce ente. Vaſſute ſeulement 
Icy qu'il n'eſt dans . = MS5" "ont Ro. 
ie s'eſt e Srecque du 
N. Teſt,. de 1690. a lr eneirbents e peu- 
vent ſoutenir ſans aucune contradiction. Mr. A- 
be Roger Dr. & Doyen de l egliſe metropolitaige 
de Bourges + a defendu avec force l' authenticite de 
ce texte: II àvoüe ce endant qu'il ne la point 
derne dans ers MSS, Oe fut ce ſcavant Abbe; qui 
itlo end ſertajion m engagea a 
examiner 


- 


- 


* 


— — — CO — 


294 


R E 71 ent 


examiner 6 ce een paſſage ſe trouvoit "Ml 


P _ —_ della 


bibliotheque du Roi qu etlent 
deja du tems d' Henry II. & qui 1 Bar een 


Roß. Eftienne, Il aut peu de tems apres, ct 


ven a Paris, Ja ſatisfaction de reconnoiſtre 
lui: meſtme la veritẽ de ce que je lui avois mand: 


que ce Faltage us ſe-rrouvoit dans HERE de ces 


manuſcritss. - IR 


— 


Vous ſoukener a! abord p. 110. que B 


Eſtienne à eu i MISS; Grecs outre Pedition 
d Alcala; inais fi Pon ne veut pas mettfe ay 


nombre de ces MSS. celui fur lequel a &s faite 


gette edition, il faut convenir qu'il a oubliẽ un 


MS. en faiſant dans fa preface le denombrement 


de ceux dont il s eſt ſervi, & meme il ne cite j. 


mais dans les marges interieures de 17 Ex. donti 


ait tirẽ des varſetẽs des legons. Il marque pour le a 


mier de cesexemplaires edition d' Alcala; pour le 


ſecond les variantes que ſes amis ont envoyè d Ii. 
lie, les 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 8, 10, & 15, ont ete tir 


de la Apfletbene du Roy Henry II. Les autres I 


font venus d' ailleurs. Dans la premiere preſzce 1 


eſcrite en Grec il les deſigne par les lettres nume 
rales Grecques à, 6, 29, As 95 e. % b, „ 4, , 


17 10, Ie, 18. 


Robert . declare p. 36. 8 fa m 


au Theologiens de Paris qu la remis dans la bib- 


qui eſt charge. du ſoin des MSS. et qui 
| e eee du Gree, dont. Ane 


liotheque du Roi les MSS. qu'on lui avoit confis 


Voicy de quelle-maniere 3 Js uy 1 a pris pour * 


y deſcouvrir. 

Jai cherchẽ dans les marges ingorietres de r ol 
tion du N, Teſt. Grec de Rob. Eſtianne des vari- 
etẽs des lecons tirẽes des huit MSS. de la biblio- 
theque du Roi. Jen ai pris au moins quatte der 

lus ſingulieres pour chacun; je me ſuis addreßbè a 

r. Boi vin, l'un des gardes de cette pry 
a un u 


de 


8 Ct 
WY 


wm—_— = we am. a wa—_ a 


— : 
SSD pony 1 p—_—_— a_ 


n S 


fiene. 


cdude particuliere 3 comme il eſt un des hommes 
les plus obligeants; il rechercha ſur le champ les 
MSS. du N. Teſt. Greas qui ſe c 
cette bibliotheque du tems de Hemy II. qui ſont 
diſtinguẽs des autres par un H. couronne marquẽ 
fr la couronne, il sen trouve onze, entre . | 
quelles 8 contenoient les-vanietes des legons que 
zvois tirè des marges Interieufes de Fedielen 
d Efienne. Peut on apres cela douter que ces ne 
ſoient ceux dont ils eſt ſervi? peut eſtre qu'il a 
peglige les 3 autres, ou qu' ils ne ſont venus, 
quapres fa ſortie a 2 dans: cette biblio- 
theuu r 85 
Thin verrez par ha table ſuivante c ce- que Aden 

de ces MSS. contient, & par ce que Jai-trouve 
dans les MSS. du Roi j'ai determine ce qui de- 
yoit eſtre dans les autres que R. Eſtienne avoit eu 


Oailleurs, Il n'y a que quatre MSS. du oo qui 
contiennent les epiſtres canoniques 4, e, C, 5. nu- 


merotes 2871, 3445, 2242, & 2878.” acore le 


e bil que la 1 epiſtre de St. Jean, ee e qui fuf= . 
| fit, Je n'y ai point trouve le verſet en queſtion : | 


ainſi Pai Joie de conclure qu'il n'eſtoit dans aucun 
des MSS. d' Eſtienne C'eſt a dire dans les 3 au- 
res , 4%, iy, qui avec les 4 precedents font le 


nombre de ſept, qui ſont les memes marquẽs enn 


marge 2 e de ce POE dans Pedition re ; 


Vous ous ik que R. Eoin ne marque 

en oette endroit pour variantes que ces mots 
b 10 aid, qui en effet ſont enfermẽs ſeules entre 
Pobole” et la cedile, et qu'il ne manquoit que 
ces mots dans les 7 MSS. d' Eſtienne, & que 
par conſequent ces ne ſont pas ceux qui ſont a 
preſent dans la bibliotheque du Roi, dans leſquel- 
ks le paſſage entier ne ſe trouve point; mais avant 


que de vous reſpondre en forme a cette ſpecieuſe 


odhektion, vous voulez bien que je vous diſe que 
"VS -- cette 


1. Martin's: Baridinution;: Ge — = ; 
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correcte, du moins les citations, qu'on le:croit or. 
dinairement; je vous en produirai plus de fix fauſſs 

s' il eſt neceſſaire, entre leſquelles je place la cit. 
tion du MS. . ou le 14. citẽ a cotꝭ du ver. 
du chapitre 1. de la 2 Epitre de St. Pierre, ce M 
ne contient que les Evangiles, ainſi il n'a pas d 
eſtre citẽ ſir cette epiſtre, il falloit mettre , Ms, 
qui contient les epiſtres canoniques, & il eſt tres aiſ 
en compoſant ou de prendre une caſſe pour la voi 
ſine, ou en decompoſant une feuille ditmpreſlion 
de mettre une lettre dans une caſſe pour une au- 
tre; la correction eſtoit plus difficile a faire. 
Les perſonnes les plus exactes ne font pas tou- 
jours attention, par exemple, il vous eſtoit ai, 
puiſque vous aviez en main La Bibliotheque Saris 

de reconnoiſtre dans le titre que Pauteur meſtoi 

pas un ſcavant Benedictin, mais un preſtre de POru- 

toire; vous avez ſans doute confondu la congre- 

gation de l' Oratoire avec celle de St. Maur. 

Pour venir a voſtre objection, je dis que la ce. 

dile place apres ® 2. xgoyw a dt. eſtre apres 

T1 9, du verſet ſuivant; car tout ce qui eit 
renferme entre ces deux extremites ne ſe troue 
| ni dans les verſions Orientales, ni dans preſque 
aucun MS. Grec je ne connois que deux on 
| cela ſe rencontre, le Codex Britannicus cite ſou- 
vent par Eraſme, & le Codex Montfortius de 
Polyglatte d' Angleterre, qui ſe conſerve dans h 
bibliotheque de Pacademie. de Dublin en Irlaul. 
Comme i} ſe rencontre trois differences dans ce ſeul 

verſet entre ces 2 MSS. on peut afleurer que ces 

ne ſont pas les memes. Qu' on nomme & indique 

les autres MSS. Grecs ou on liſe ce verſet ſi on en 
cCongoit. II n'eſt pas certainement dans onze de l 
=: bibliotheque du Roi, ni dans ceux de la bibliothe- 
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aui Name en 1632: qui ſont les ſeuls qui ayent les epi- 

it or. tres canoniques. Il faut done avouer que la vari- 

iſle; ante d' Eſtienne commence a ces mots i rw dE et | 

ciz. qu'elle finit apres ceux & 71 yn, qupique Mx. Simon 

. ar dit mal a propos que, ces dernieręs paroles ſe . 

MS rouvent,dans un des. NIS8. de Mr. Colbert, ou je 

s 6 WY pus aſſuter quiils ne. He trouvent point dans les 

. dis par Mr. Simoh, apres un exacte re- 

ai cherche que jn ð· 

voi Il doit done demeurer pour conſtant que R. 

ſion Eflonne ayant que 7 MSS. Grecs qui. continſ- 

av- bent les epiſtres canoniques, comme on je verra 

r täble ſulvante, & que le verſer en queſtion 

be trouvanc point, if weft dans aucun des 

ik, Wl dss, d Etienne, qui eſt tout ce que Javois pro- 
mis de Prouver.” 2 CS. 
*T ajouterai que'voltre faiſonnement n'eſt pas 


— 


concluant, quand vous dites que les MSS, d Z. 
. ime contenoient le N. I. en 2 volumes, que le 


premier renfetmoit les Evangiles & les; Actes, et 
le ſecond les epiſtres des Apoſtres et FAþotalypſe: 
I femble que vous ayez vd ces anciens MSS. 
pour parlez auſſi poſitivement que vous faites: 
Les MSS, Grecs font plus ou moins eſpais, plus qu 
moins entiers ſelon qu'ils ont © bien conſerves : - 
pour ne parler que des MSS. du N. T. les uns 
contzennent Je N. T. en entier, dans les autres 
1 en manque une partie. Pluſieurs 'n'ont que 
les quatres Evangiles, d autres les Albis, & les 
epiltres des Apoſtres, des Troifiemes les Actes & 
ls epiſtres des St. Paul, des quatrietnes les Aaes 
& les epiſtres Canoniques;, on trouve dans fort peu 
je livre de l. Apocalypſe: Ainfi la concluſion que 
tirez n'eſt pas certain, que les MSS. qui 
contiennent les epiſtres de St. Pau doivent aum 
contenir les epiſfres Caponigues. 
Leſpere que vous recevrez en borne part la 
iderte” que je prends de vous dite fur ce fait 


3 7 


vous tirez. n'eſt pas certain, 


4 
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ma . & quoique nous differions de ſenli. 
ment, vous ne m' en eee avec Nr 
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Sau” on F e ne W 


1 Neu 7 many” thanks for the dg 

manner, wherein you ſpeak of me P. 17. of 
your Diflertation on the three witneſſes, in heayen 
in St. Jobn. I ſhould have acknowledged that 


obligation long ago, if I bad met with your Dil. | 


ſertation ſooner, but 1 had. it not till yeſterday ; 


and after having run over. what you. ſay in re 
lation to Robert Stephens, s manuſcrij ts, you wil 
allow me to ſpeak to you with t 5 you 
and ſincerity, which you fo Four ng in me. 
I don't meddle with the authenticnels of 5 
text, only 1 aſſure you that it is 50 in am 


the manuſcripts, which Robert Sohn 15 


uſe of in his Greet edition of the 

ment in the year 1650. Theſe two 0 on 
are ve ' conſiſtent With each. other. Mr. the 
Abbe Roger Dr. and Dean of the metropolitan 


church of Bourges hath ſtrongly defended the 


; authenticneſs of this text, but. nevertheleſs. ac-- 


Knowledges that he could not find it in thele 


manuſcripts, It was this learned Abbe, who, 


When he was employed in his diſſertation, en- 


F me to examine, whether this famous pa 
age was to be found in thoſe manuſcripts. of 
= king's library, which had. been there, from 
the 1 of Hemy WY 1 N ure cite 


7 


. _—- 


1 x the chen 8 higs- a 
elf che nuch of what T had wrote him, chat this 
„ ee, ta be ound ey bicheſs.e — 5 . | 
DU ſekipts. 951 Sli wnawor SN Roger”: | 

You-ſet-out, nithalletting chan irs Stephens 
ad 16 Greek manuferipts, | beſides the dition of © 
Auala, but unleſs; you count inte iche number, 
of thoſe. manuſcripts) that from hene the edi 
tion e be. cred : that he =_ | 
forgot in glup in 8 
e ol :thoſe. which he! made uſe 
of, and beſides he neher cites in) the inward 3 
| margin:ithe ſeventeenth. dcop from {which he 1 
drew his various readings S rd OO 
I copy the edition of: eee „ 
the-yarioug-readings ſent him by his friends fromm 
lay, the 3d, Ath, sti, 6th, th, 8th, zoths 
and A gth, are taken ram the library of Ring 2 
Henny the IId. the chers he had from elſe heres: _—_— 
in his firſt preface ritten in Greek: ber marks : 
them by ma s/n 1 5 8. 1. 5 4 
* Calm, 0, , 4 g, 7, i; . BFR 2 be RE 

Robert Geepbens declares p. 0 che - 2 
wer to the Divines of Paris, 3 che had fe. 4 
placed in the king's library the manuſcripts, = 
which he bad been truſted with from thence.-. 2 
The way ꝗ took tofind them out;there was thus: 
| ſearched in thevinwards marginiofRehers Ste 
| phems's edition of the | Greek New Teſtament the 
various readings extracted from the eigii manu- 
ſcripts: of the king's: library. 1:-tqok- out of; f 
them four at leaſt, che moſt remarkable in each, 
and then waited on Mr. Baivin ohe of- the keep- 
ers of that library. who has the cate ofarhe ma.. 
nuſeripts, and whoris: welh ſleilld in the Gt 
language, Which he: has made his peculian Rudy: :: 
bange Man of al very anliegen R — 

nabe 70 * ___ 0721, RH . 1 

mas 6 p | | Wm 
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85 FH 160k'd for thoſt Crest manuſeripy 1 
the New Teſtament, Which were kept ig the 
libraty in the time of Henrythe Nd: Which a. 0 
| $7 diſtinguiſhed from the reſt by a crowned H. 
1 0 marked above the crown. He found ehh of 
EE them, eigb of which had tl {various reading. 
| which''Þ had? taken from the inner margin of 
# Sͤtepbem's edition. Can any doubt be'mate of. 
EZ ter this, that theſe Deren che very manuſeript, 
3 which he had made uſe off It may be he did 
not regard: the other Zbree,..or perhs 
were not brought 1 ne that bo __ aft 
| _ di PARDON 5 
EE: yt rp the following t 
ß abel Donuts contains, — 5) d 
WEE” have found in the king's manuſcripts, I have 
5 been able to judge whar muſt be in the otben 
which R. Stephens bad elſewhere. There are 
but four of che King's manaſcripts which con- 
tain the canonical epiſtles, 0 2, 5 number'd 
1 2871, 3445. 2242, and 2878; and | the 6 bas 
only the firſt epiſtle of St. Jalm, which is ſuff- 
Fo. cient, In none of theſe could I find the verſe 
= in queſtion, ſo that I may juſtly concludes that it 
E zs not in any of Stephens manuſcripts, that is 
to ſay in the three others 0,712, , which! with 


the four ahovementioned up the number 

ſeven, and are e the fame which are marked in 
the eee fide! of this verſe in Srepbeni's 
edition. VFFFC 010 oOlMhS} 

{ — u will ay that R. b marks 


no other various reading in this place but With 
relation to the words 249 vpary, (which indeed 
is all that is included within the two eee 
that theſe were the only. words wanting in the 
ſever manuſcripts of Stephens, and by conſequence 
that thoſe manuſcripts were not the ſame wich 
then? at preſent in the King's lbrary, in which 
the e _ is mag. But before - 
wer 


dermit me to ell 90 er thiks edition of the Ott 8 


New Teftament is not ſo correct, at leaſt the 


citations are not, as. is generally: believed; 1 cold . 


produce you, if it were neceſſary, more thus 
fix errors, among which I reckon the citatten 
from MS. %, or the 14th cited on knie lid lde f 3 
the 4th vert of the iſt aun cl ane Oſecone 
eiſle of 8 Peter ; this matuſeripceontaingonly = 
the goſpels, and therefore oughr not to have 7 5 
been cited on this epiſtle, it ought" to E een. 
M.S. , (the 13th] which * does & 7 - "hs 
nonical epiſtles: It is very eaſy either” in 08 15 
ping to miſtake one box for another,” or in d 
fributing a ſheet of the impreſſion to pur 3 
ſetter into the wrong ber; the correcting it af! 
terwards is not ſo eafy. ® Lü̃ñ 2% or  - 
The moſt exact don't eee propeti hel | 
tention; for example, it was a very eaſy matter 
for you, as you had in your hand La Biblio. 
theque Sacrie, to have obſerved in the; fitle, that 
the author was not a learned Benedictin, hut 4 


Prieſt of the Oratory; you muſt certainly have 3 | 


cop founded the college of the Ora, uy TIE thut 
of St. Maur. . aan 
But to come elbe to voor 0 jection, 1 "Gy : 
that the mark,” placed after 5 & 79 $pavp, ought" to 
have been placed after W N in the next verſe; 
for all, that is included within thoſe two extre- 
mities, is wanting not only in the oriental ver- 
ſions, but in almoſt every. re manuſcript- 
Lknow' bur of. two which have it, vir. bow Coley : 
ws mag often Tited by? Eraſmus,” 
| 51 KY . WR * i 1 {dex 

1 ent tel hence cle e Me: Ae e 
ſtaken in imagining the MS. „ contained che, ſeven cahonical 
or catholic epiſtles, but Dr. Mill alſo e 22 es 
end of tar MS, were two leaves con:aining of the 10 
_ of the 42s and the firſt, chap Er res ae | 
Feier. See n Ns. * our r's 
Anſwer to Mr. Martin, p. 207. 
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2 I ah aa Polygon, win 
is preſeryed in the Library of the Univerſity of 


Dublin. in Ireland. As there are three difference, 


between the two manuſcripts in this ſingle verſe, 
one may be aſſurect that they are not. the ſame, * 
Let them name and point out thoſe other Greek 
manuſcripts where this verſe i 1s, found, if they 
know of any ſuch, 5 is FRIES; not, in the 
eleven of the King ary, nor in thoſe of 
Mr. Colbert's — nor in the. eight of the 
library at Rome in 1632, which, are the 
ones that have the canonical epiſtles. It mult 
therefore be admitted, that the various 
of Stephens. begins with theſe, words 5 78 dea, 
7 and ends after the words & zn 7, notwithſtand- 
ing Mr. . Simon. unadviſedly ſays, that theſe laſt 
words are found in one of Mr. Colbert's many- 
ſeripts; for I can aſſure you upon an exact ſearch 
which I have made, that they are not to be 
found there in the manuſcripts cited by Mr. Simon 
lt remains therefore undeniable, lince R. Sie- 
pbens had But ſeven. Greek manuſcripts, which 
contained the canonical epiſtles, a8 may be ſeen 
in the following table, and the yerſe in queſtion i 
not in any of them, that it is not in amy of Stephens's 


8 mange ip which is all that undertook to prove. 


hall only. add, that your reaſoning is by no 


vans > concluſive, when ha ay that Stephens 5 
manuſcripts | Containe 
in two volumes, the fir pc 5 py A wy 0 000 


and the Acts, the /econd including the Epiſtles 


of the Apoſtles and the Revelation. One would 
think you had ſeen 

to ſpeak ſo ent — them as you do. 
Greek manuſcripts are Dart ox. leſs, chick, more 
or leſs entire, according as tliey habe been pre» 


ſetved. To ſpeak only 105 the manuſcripts of 
the New Teſtament, er contain the whole 
den Teſtament, others. want, a e ** ö 

ve. 


: 4 * * K 11 . A. * 0 4 6 4 


„ See Mr. Martin 5 Diſſertation, P.7 5. 
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e only the four Goſpels. others the Acts and 
ne Exits af. the. 1 of St. Pau! ird jort k rh 
15 Acts and 5 3 Epiftie, 70 very for 
onthe 7 Sara o that 5 e 70 
is very n true, that 5 manu eript 
oy contained the Epiſtls of St. 
ao nan che ge elf Us 
| Thope you will not be dilplealedat.i 
| have taken to tell: you mx, thaughts, en ths 
matter, and tho w * er] LY non. you. wil 
nevertheleſs weber — to de th, Shea reſpect 
and eſteem, Ga... 10 ae 42 — 
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containing all the Neu Teſtament. 

415 56 Goſpels, and. 0 ls of the A 5 

7 ; | 


y — The four Goſpels, the King's MS. Ne. £ 


i D Ft 


rico — 
NP ew Teſtament, « excepting the RE. 
KF! | the King's MS. Non 9 2 

en the King 's Ms. No: 1 342 5 


. 222 5 
2 four Epiſtles of St. Pong 
St. James, St. NN ho the firſt of 8 


Jon, the King's MS. . 
— - The four. Golpls, the King's NMS. Nos 
* 83 11" 61. EE 1 A 1 55 


e ee 
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* wk B. This, - ſuppoſe, is- eigen teſer'd to by 
175 Tm 5 — 7080 =_ Nute, 
eply to Mn. Martin o the date be not 
Dh fil Martin bo 255 La Perite.' du text. fc. 
Frog ant; ug its _, 
| Didi ibs (whe ken before” him in the year 1717, 
at the time of his firſt ang. this Berlin manuſcript in his 
Diſſertation on this, , 106. Frenchredit.. & p. 57. l 
edit. See Mr. lartin's 4 my tion of Mr. Embn's alle 
wem p. 101. „ 1 
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$0. ans dan . Lan 1596. étant nouvelle. 
Berlin, Jallai voir 1a Bibliotheque, 


. : # ” i 40. 4 


mais ces livres ecelefiaſtiques ſont plus 


ela marge 'eſt inſinuse dans le texte. Tous 


parole que je 


vous avois donnee;, car je ſuis perſuade que je na 
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© Read yeſterday” 1 It's" LIW rtation”@ 
the paſſage of St. * and 3 therein found 
moſt all that bad occurrd to me on that 
EY 1 ſhall | be very glad if Mr. Mar- 
tin can ſupport the authority of that telt. 
mony by new, prook, but bet 
me that is no eaſy matter. I. ali c 
myſelf that it is a, gloſs funded upon St. G. 
prian's interpretation, which from the margin 
as crept into the text. All the antient manu- 
6 ſcripts both Greek and Latin, in reckoning the 
three witneſſes, make mention only of 15 Hi. 
tit, the Water, and the Blood. account 
muſt be made of our Greek, 3 of the 
New Teſtament, it is a work, which tho it has 
deceived ſeveral, I never judged aboye $0 years 
old. In the year 1696, YN I was newly come 
to Berlin, I went to viſit the library, where they 
ſhow'd me this . manuſcript, which they repre- 
ſented to me as about a thouſand years old: af. 
ter having examined it a while, I maintained that 
it was but of late date, and copy'd after Cardinal 
X;menes's edition of the Bible; of this I con- 
vinced M. de Spanbeim (deceaſed). and the then 
* Library-keeper by compariſon of paſſages, the 
reſemblance 01 he characters, and by other evident 
proofs:: the paſſage of the three witneſſes is there 
word for word as in the Bible of Acala To and | 
it could not. be there in any other manner. 
The antient Fathers never made uſe of this i 
remarkable a paſſage ... . . The Ritual, intitled 
Apoſtolos or  Praxapoftoles, is with me Fs very 
little authority for this purpoſe; not that I doubt 
its antiquity, but thoſe eccleſiaſtical books are 
more ſubject to alterationsthan any others . . . = 
.. . endreichius. + The pita edition 1 cee | 
Ximenes, 


* 


Mr. Martine Bxartiicktion, S. | 


| | have: wrote thus much to you to acquit 8 
of the promiſe: I made you, for I am perſuaded 
| have propoſed no difficulties ous mou N. Mare 


lin has conſidered of, Sc. mit cg en ee 


4 Latter from Mr. TJ Grant, bn 1 
Mr. Achard, à celebrated P reacher at Berlin, 
to, the * Author of Hiſtoire d un Voyage litte- 
raire fait 1733, en France, en 5 oy 
en Hollande, printed at the Hague, 1735. 


Vir Ampliſſime, & plurimùm Reverende, 


PISTOLAZ meæ de commate Divi Joannis | 
; Apoſtoli, neſcio qui factum fit ut fama in 
/ngliam uſque deferretur, Nihil enim in ea valdè 


\ 


caboratum eſt, cum ſit uro asi ſcripta, quo tem- 


pore etiam animo & corpore languebam. Et ſane ad 


cam ſcribendam acceſſi exwy I ve Dupe, At illam | 


amico petenti & flagitanti vix negare auſus ſum, 


cum præterea arbitrarer ea, quæ cribebam, clam 
We nos habitum iri, Fruſtra autem me petis 
exemplar illius epiſtolæ, cum nullum unquam, 


aut valde raro, apud me Litterarum mearum ex- 


emplar ſervare ſoleam. Verumtamen totius rei 
memoriam repetam, addamque nonnulla prout 
in mentem mihi N quæ duæſo 1 2 


nique conſulas. Z 


Nunquam animus Fuit in pertractando hoc ar- 
gumento verſati. Intellexi, & expertus ſum, 
rem periculo non vacare, cum homines inconſulti, 

& criterii expertes, ſtatim Chriſtianam Fidem eo- 
rum in diſcrimen yocent, qui ſententias ſuas,. etiam 
temere admiſſas, non ſatis pro arbitrio ſuo reve- 
rentur, Ego vero ex animi mei ſententia loquor: 3 
70 dogmate certiflimo'Divinitatis Domini Noftti 
(2 Chriſti,” & cæteris quæ inde 1 theologis no- | 
1 deducuntut, vitam ES periculo exponere 


paratus 


Tralia. 


* 'c E. b Privy Coil io the FO * wc TS 


4 22 Reer 
p emplar manuſcriptum ab homine improbo & 
u xpone pd cohfictum eſſe, ut grandi pecuniæ ſum- 


Eure, ſum 3. at 3 AY ok Wund 


/ theant,. ex dubiis, incertis, addo & falſis, argy. 
mentis, niſi cum ſummo veritatis ipſius periculo, 
. . numquam exiſtimaverim. Sed ten. 


in rem ipſam attentiùs introſpicere 


Ws Hæc potiſſimùm argumenta me ad eam . 
tentiam tuendam, quam nunc propugno, voca- 
verunt: nimirum veterum patrum, & ſcripto- 
rum eccleſiaſticorum, ſilentiur m, quibus addi de- 


bet haud adſpernanda antiquarum verſionum 


anctoritas. De manuſcriptis codicibus nihil di. 
Cendum cenſeo, cum palam fit unum illum codicem 
_ Grecum Bibliothecæ noſtræ, ad quem provocant, 
ex C omplutenſi editione, manu plane recenti, de- 
ry eſſe ; 1 ſæpius & peregrinis adven- 
tantibus, & ipſis civibus noſtris ne & 
adhuc cuivis approbare paratus ſum. Quæcum- 


_ que vitia ſocordia typographorum in e Itionem 


e irrepſerunt, ea in codice noſtro ma. 
nuſcripto nihil immutata leguntur: etiam litteræ 


ad formam cjuſdem editionis exactæ, & expteſſæ 


e Addo novitatem membranæ, atramen- 


£ (yy pallidum de induſtria adhibirum, ut nimirum | 


quitatem felicids mentiretur, & incautos, fal- 
adeò ut mihi certiſſimè conſtet hoc ex- 


ma emtores emungeret, quod & ipſi pro voto 


" : 7 


ſüucceſnt. Nec melitis cenſeo de codice Dubli. 
+1 ne, 7, quem recentiſſimum eſſe animadverti ex 
ipfi form litterarum obiter deſcriptà 1 in diario 
quodam, cujus tamen memoria non ſuccurrit, 
nec ipſe liber eſt i in promptu. Habet & ille co- 
dex Tore; tien ol pporprupsyres ty 71.97, ut verſio Grea 
Concilii Lateranenſis, ubi verha verſionis vulgatæ 
habent in terra. Græca autem ibi ex Latino lo- 
0 Dor contra conſuctam novi Teſtament for- 


7 mulam, 


imæ N ovi Teſtamenti auctoritates demon. 
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V. Martin's Examination, &. 9 


more iicet ea verba jn editiones Gr <cas:Feceitiores | 
irepſiſſe ex alla verſione concilii Lateranenſis 


pereſſentz niſi meminiſſem me epiſtolam nen 


de patrum conſenſu: & auctoritate poſtea qum 
perpauca addidero, ad illud argumentum acce- 
dam de quo / præcipuè inter me, & doctiſſimum 
Beuctlium, Nui editisnem ſacrorum Novi Te- 
llamenti librorum parat, agebatur. Movit me 
præcipus ut à priore ententia -diſcederem 25 
ſlentium Atbauaſii, qui nunquam /-ad:. illud — 
tamen magno ei uſui a futurum erat, ſi in ætatis 
ſux codicibus lectum fiiſſet. Quod quidam 
menſad à duobus commumionis noſtræ theologis 
dictum eſt, nequidem apud eundem Aibhanaſium 
unquam proferri locum qui ad formam admit 
niſtrandi baptiſmi ſpectat, id ex turpi ignaran- 
z, quam hi detegete mon vacat, ortum eſt: nam 
idem locus: tam ſæpè apud Althanaſium legitur, | 
ut-mir)mcGrl.e0s; qui id objiciunt, in eum-Rupo- - 
rem incidiſſe. At ne quid temerè dixiſſe videar, 
mittam eos homines ad ipſa Aubanaſii loca, quæ 
mi occurrerunt in genuinis ejus Operibus. 
Utor auteneditione nupera Pariſienſi. Legitur 
itaque hic locus p. 237. B. item p. 239. K. B. 
lien in oratione contra Arlanos p. 479. KA. B. & 
n oratione ſecunda contra eoſdem Arianos p. 508. 
D. F. & p. og. A. B. He ſufficere arbitror; 
nam ſupræ decem alia loca notavi, à quibus refe- 
tendis fuperſedeo. Nec tamen malam fidem eo- 
rum accuſare velim qui talia ohjiciunt, ſed te-. 
meritatem, Sc ſupinam ignorantiam. Jam ſi 
quis attendat ad Oecumemi commentarium in 
epiſtolam Divi Jobannis, in qua ipſe textus inte- 
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ger extat fine eo commate, cujus proinde null 
mentio fit in commentario; nift præconcepti 
opinionibus obnoxius ſit, ſententiæ noſtræ, vd 
mvitus, favere tenebirur. Plurima alia atgumer- 
primam Jobannis epiſtolam, etſi, levibus argy. 
mentis impulſus, alii ſententiæ adherere yi. 
deatur. Sed in hoc alii inquirant per me licet 


5 Plura preftiti quam per adverſam valetudinem, 
_ & oculorum infirmitatem, ſperare poſſe. videbar, 


Vnum modo ſupereſt ut dicam de verſione 
 Armend, que 1d comma habet in editioniby 
Uſcani epiſcopi. Ab eo eredidiſſem ex verfione 
vulgatz additum fuiſſe, cum nonnulla alia ſe 


ab ea verſione excerpſiſſe in præfatione ſus fi. 
teatur. Nihil quidem in ipſo contextu Armenic 
mutavit, fed plurima ex Latin verſione addidit, 


ut cuillbet Armenica & Latina conferenti obſer- 


legi tur pag. 


436. G 478. Hine conſtat hoc comma B. 7+ 


hannis verbis additum jam ante ſeculi decimi 
quarti initia, in codices Armenicos irrepſiſe. 
ratione, hoc factum ſit. 

Certum eſt Reges Armenorum, qui in Cilicia 


Nunc inquirendum eſt quibus de cauſis, & qu 


| regni ſui ſedem XIII ſeculo habuerunt, ad com- 


munionem, & conjunctionem cum eccleſia Lai 


norum acqeſſiſſe, ipſumque epiſcopum Romanum 


veneratos ut primum patriarcham, & eccleſiarum 
ſuarum caput. Jam inter eos celeberrimus 


1 


Cd 
— 
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ne 


nM V Marti 1. Bxkellintion, We 2 * : 


hex Hetbum, quem ils etatis Latin: | Tiptore 
Haibonem appellant, Is, teſte  Haithone Ar- - 
un, eius conlanguines &  cognomine, cap. - 
All. Hiftorizs. onentalis ab ebe ditæ, per qua- 3 ; 
dginta quinque nos Armenie regnum tenuit, 
db anno nimirum Domini MCCXXIV. & diem 
ſum obiit Mecl & p agen ſub finem vitæ 
fue Fratrum Minorum ſeu Franciſcanorum ordini 
nomen dediſſet. Vixit perpetuo conjunctus 24 0 
eckeſii Romana, linguæ etiam Latine ſatis peri- 
tus pro cu illius vi. Biblia {aa "mares 8 

t ad Lalinam verſionem vulgatam, quam it 
deer expreſſit, ut ipſas Hieropymi prefatio- 
1s, & prologum Galeatum, in linguam Armeni- 
cam converterit, que prefationes, in editione U/- 

t Auſte lodamenſi extant, & in Conftantinopolt-- 
— anni MOC CV. Suppreſſit ergo hæc Hai. 
tbonis editio cæteras omnes, ita ut { quis Arme- . 
nat codices accuratos requirat, ei excurrendum 
ſt in Ameniam uſque ad exquirenda etemplaria 
quorum antiquitas ſupra decimum tertium ſecu- 
im adfurgat. Cum autem conſtat Latinos codi- 
ces illius ævi comma illud epiſtol Divi. Zobantis 
habuiſſe, nihib mirum 10 3 bicur ſi nunc ab Hai. 
bung in codices ſuos tranſſatum, conſtanter in 
omnibus Armenicis editionibus legatur. Longe 
plura hic addere poſſem, niſi tædium ſubre- 
peret, & vererer ne te meal RE SOPs 
[ny Kr vale, de amate pg, 9 9 0 


m laue. 
I. v. kn Core. 


Dab. Brolin r 3 
ee 


2 vel wo of 5 gh the « Apoſtle Na 


been heard ofin England, Tknow not; for T had 
taken no grearpains in it, it being wrote off hand 
at a rime when Twas 1 485 well cither in 5 


% £43 


whit, 1 10 cannot N your 0 of giving you 
a copy of that letter, ſince ſeldom or never 
keep copies bf my letters by me, but ſhall ac 
quaint you with all I can remember of that affair, 
and ſhall add ſome other things as they occur to 
me, which I be you will take in good part. 

It never was my intention to enter into this 
diſpute, *'T knew full well by experience how 
dangerous a matter it is, when inconſiderate and 
injudicious men will be ready to call in queſtion 
the Chriſtianity of thoſe, who do not, as they think, 
pay ſufficient. regard to their ſentiments, how 


raſhly ſoover embraced by them. I ſhall not th 


ſtanding ſpeak the real t thoughts of my heart, * 


= am r ready Bo" hazard life e for that moſt 
* + The Authör uf thi letter Ae be too * with on. 


ends for his courage and integrity in withſtanding thele 


unjuſt and violent repr „Which in former times appear 


to have had too great an influence *. learned and 1 1 

men to the great obſcuring of the truth, Thus Eraſmus, tho 

in his two firſt editions of the N. T. ke omitted this text, 

was for that reaſon ſuſpected to be an Arian, and ſo abuſed and 
reflected en, that not daring to omit it _ he inſerted.it in 
a new edition, for fear, as he tells u ing an banal: 

for reproach, ne anſa fit calumni and. A tis 

the authority of all his manuſcri * (as F. Simon lays, who 

cenſures him for it Cri. Hip. p.,18.) only from 2 

copy he had heard of in Ex ud, Ls Braff ſu aro to 

be alt Nor is it u _ "tht this 1 was the caſe with 


Robert 
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77 7. Martin's Examination, Sc. | 293 | 
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certain doctrine of the divinity of our Lord Jes, 
Grit and other points deduced from it by dur 
Divines,. but never could think that this doctrine 
(which may be clearly demonſtrated from manu 
authorities in the New, Teſtament,) was poſſible” 

to be maintained” by doubtful, uncertain, and 

may add, falſe arguments, without the utmoſt 


danger of the truth itſelf ... . Bur it is time to 
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come nearer to the matter in hand. 


The arguments which'chiefly induce me to be „ 
of that opinion, which I now defend, are theſe, " 
namely, the ſilence of the antient Fathers and ec. 
ceſiaſtical writers, and alſo, the authority of the "A 
old verſions, which, deferve no ſmall regard. as 4 


Aubert Stephens, who in bis firſt editions incloſcd the whole 


— 


in 
paſlage within crotchets, as wanting in his manuſcripts, but 
theſe editions drew on him the heavy cenſures of the clergy 
at Lonvain, and at Paris, who preſented ſeveral petitions to 
K. Henry the zd againſt them, and never reſted till they had! 
ese with that Prines to put them in the number of pro- 

ubited books: No wonder ewes i he, fearfdl toplace the. 
marks aright ſo as to. denote the whole paſſage to be Wanting, : . 
ſhould chnſe rather in his fubſequent edigions politically to =» 

niſplace them, as if only the. words & 7 &pavy were wanting» = 1 
uud ſo let it paſs (with ſuch as ſhould examii:e it) as the error 

of the preſs ; being more willing to incur the cenſure of incor- 
ridteſi, than the more dangerous one of Heterodemy. F. di- 
on's ( fr. Hift. N. F. Part 2. cap 11.—This ſeenis to be 
ſomewhat the caſe of Dr. Mill alſo, who having ſtated the — 
evidence very fairly and fully, draws a concluſion quite contrary- BR 
w his premiſes. in favour of the text; but this, ſays Mr. le =—_ 
Chre, bee to Kuſter's edition, is not to be aſcribed to a cefedt „5 


a 
* 


of his judgment, But to the Year of offending @ ſet of men, æb⁰ο 
are wont to brand all! ſich, as ſpeak the truth freely, wich | | E 
thoſe berefies, .auhich thay: chuſe not to (argue againſt-fram<or- „„ - ._ 
rupted paſſages, Mr. Martz himſelf ſeems to be one of this, "+ 
ſet of men, for while he wiſhes that this opinion, vi of this text 

not being genuine, had been confin'd to the new ſe& of the 
Giant, or the Socinians, and complains, that it had found 
favour with ſome Chriſtians, who were willing enough to re- 
tain the doctrine of the Trinity, but yer ejedie cted this paſſage, 


ke immediately -infinuates, - mat bet Chreftians- were among 3M 
the lecret adverſaries of that doQrine, Critical Diſſertat. p.4 


manuſcript in our library, to which they a 


words crept into the later Greet editions from 


ready to prove to any one. Whatever faults 


in that edition; beſides the parc 


in which he ſucceeded to his wiſh. 
which I obſerved to be very modern from the 


Lateram Council, where the words of the vulgate 
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for manuſcript copies I think chere is nothin 
be ſaid, ſince it is notorious, that the only & 


— 


is tranſcribed from the Complutenflan edition, in 
an hand plainly modern, as I have very often 
proved both to ſtrapgers who have 'come hither 
and alſo to our own countrymen, and am fi 


5 hc + 2 
* _—_— — >. F TY . 


have thro the negligence of the printers crept into 
the Complutenſian edition, the very ſame are read 
in our manuſcript copy without any variation, 


even the letters are formed and haped after thoſe - 
ent is quite 


new, and the ink of 2 pale colour, purpoſely. 
made uſe of to counterfeit the look of antiquity 
and to deceive the unwary, ſo that it appears moſt 
evidently to me, that this manuſcript copy was 
forged by ſome wicked fordid fellow with a view 
to chouſe the purchaſer of a large ſum of money, 


I have no better opinion of the D pin 


very ſhape of the letters as they are curſorily de- 
ſcribed in a certain journal, the name - whereof I 
do not recolie&, nor have I the book by me. 
That copy alſo reads ee tien di puaprupurres tr 
*, in like manner as the Greek verſion of the 


verſion are in terrd, the Greek is there expreſſed 
in a Latin phraſe contrary to the uſual phraſe of 
the N. T. which generally uſes ix ve is : from. 


whence. one may venture to affirm that thoſe 


that verſion of the Zateran council  - 

* This obſervation is very ſtrong, #0 r 1 being no pro- 
9 % | . , 

er Greek phraſefor an carth, hut #74 de ne. The former 

not, as I can find, ever once; uſed in the n 
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Hall live on the earth, n Tys 146 and 1 Cor 


 Stunica and his Annotations on the New Teftament. 


tween: me and the learned Bencelius, who is now 
preparing an edition of the New; TJeſtament. 
What chiefly. prevailed with me to depart from 


in that fignification, unleſs Luke 


een earth; which has plainly a different meani 
co 


he gave peace. As to Rev. 5. 13. br THING: 


% 


12 1 * be counted an excep- 
tion, d Oba. er 7.5 zn £0 give pract.on cart, ee 
on, not denoting the place where he was; or adted, 


or gave, Se. but the place, or rather the perſons, o aubem 
| £12 Ty; A,, , 


Much more might be ſaid-on ſo copious an argu - 
ment, but that I remember I am writing an epiſtle 
and not a diſſertation; therefore after adding 
things about the conſent and authority of the Fa- . 
thers, I ſhall proceed to the matter in diſpute be- 


my former opinion is the ſilence of Abanaſius, Mat. 6. 


RN FA r k . 
00158 £5 FH :1O, 1 
* ; 4 * x 44 #-<. 4 _ + 9 CTY 1 


2 6. 
16. 10. 
18. 17 
33. 9. 
23 

28. 18. 


itis a manifeſt tranſpoſition of the sv and the , and accord - Mar. 2. 10. 


ingly the beſt and greater number of the copies read 


in that 


9. 3. 


place em e 1; nal ev Ty bead Where indeed by ia the Luk. 5. 24. 
earth is meant in or under the ground: the uſual phraſe is, & TG 11. 2. 
14, as in Mat. 325. 18. he digged in the earth, apvter i Ty ya, 18. 8. 


and v. 25. he hid hit talent in the earth, tuprlaer T6 
is intended, as 1 King. 


14* or > 


41. . 


10. 11. &v Tg yg Ty Tai, iz the land of Galilee ; and in John 17. 4. 
Bethlehem is ſaid to be & yg L, in the land of AQts 2. 19. 


Mat. 2. 85 
Judah. But where oz or 


as the place where the perſon is or acts, eſpecially when by way 


exprefled both in the 


| of antitheſis (as in this diſputed text) to heaven, it is conffantiy 
int and in the N. T. by ird e Coloſ. 1. 


[the material] earth is meant, Eph. 1. 10. 


3 
8 


145 Thus Deut. 12. 1. Theſe are the flatutes ye ſhall dbſerue 16, 20. 


in the land, 4 rj yg which the Lord giveth you all the 


ther in heaven or on earth. 


vg, 47s 672 756 Gs 


3 


ye 3. 2, 
. 5. 2225 Heb. 8. 
11. 13. : 


® ; 


* 


4. 


12. 25. Tov i v, h, him that ſake on eartb, is put in op- James 5. 


poſition to To cs Spavas, im that 


JSpeaketh from heaven: and 5, 17. 


in the Lord*s-prayer, thy avill be dune, ws is Uf nate} Tos v, Rev. 3. 10. 


as in heaven ſo alſo on earth; and in numberleſs other 


ſome of which are cited in the margin 


places, 


F 


Well therefore might Era/mus ſay of the Brieif manuſcript, — 


which he was informed read thoſe words, Hiiric 


fuſpic or ad Lati- 


5. $: 
6. 10. 
8. 13. 
10. 5. 


nerum codices fuiſſe cafligatum, I ſuſpett this manuſcript to baue 11. 10. 


been corrected after t 


So likewiſe F. Simon ii 


1 


es it to be taken, tho not directiy 
from the Latin, yet from the Greek tranſlation of the council o 


againſt 2 


13. 8. 
14. . 
16. 18. 
17. 8. 
18. 24. 


58.5 


locum. 


2 of: Ov. 1 n . NY 
who never appeil'd to that verſe of St penn 
yet would have been of great ſervice:t him, if it 
had been found 1a due copies of hie Ge. Tb 
wich is by and was: 
urged to me at her Majeſty's table by two. Divine 
of our communion,” that neither doth the ſaid 
Atbanaſius ever quote” the eee 
to the form uf adm bapriſni, proceeds 
from a ſhameful 8 not nom 
dt leſſure to expoſe; for that paſſage ſo often oc. 
cCurs in Athanafis, that I wonder how-any could 
be ſo ſtupid to make chat objecten. But chat I 2 


LY may not deer. 0, advance” any Folly. wi an 
TILE r 4196 Ta grou 
. ee 0 


ene . 
Alated ſrom the Lais words h trat. It is true, Mr. Martin, 
A Diſſere 2 74. inſtances in ſeveral diforences bet r 


8244 


mk q 
ler of the 
- Gonat-wethon of "the 3 coun- 
dl 8 mor. PIT other copies; | 
/ beſides which the ſame Mr. Martis obſerves, La verite du 
Texte, pi. 208. that the-abbreviations,: tho very pa rticular, are 
exactly the ſame in both, which is a n prof th that-the Dub-. 
gary we ng 1 — ee 
Cannot 0 , tho it 1 18 32 
bann een, -when that council was held. 
4 5 * 4 The true tate of this text ſeems in ſhort to he tha, not be. 
75 * hy wrote by St. John; it was not in any antient Greek manuſcript 
or verſion, nor known'to-any of theantient Fathers ; but being 
St. Cyprian's int ion of the eighth verſe, it was either 
by St. Cyprian himſelf, or ſome of his admiters wrote into the 
1 of a Latin' which was &very..common. 
See F. Simon's Crit. Hiſt. N. T. part 2. c. 18.) and. 
13 „ ol thence in proceſs of time ſlid into the of the text, 
and thus got into ſome few {but not into — of) 
TLLatis copies, 1 
the end of the fifth century, and from theſe Latin _ or 
Citations thence, was afterwards tranſlated and into. 
| the more modern Greek ones; hence it is accounted for, why it 
Caſtigat. ig wanting in all the antient Greek manuſcripts and verſions, and 
in N. T. not cited by the why it; earlier in the 
ad hune Latin than in the Greek manuſcripts, and how it came at laſt into 
the Greek ones of modern date, ua in a Latin * 


. 


* 


4 


3M 


125 we ſhall fer theſe matt to Tk very * ; 


of Athanafiu 44, which I have met with in his ge _—_ 
nuine works. T make uſe of the late Paris edition, „ „ 
where there is a paſſage to this purpoſe P. 237 = 
and again p. 239. a. b. and in his oration againſt 
the Ae p. 479. a. b. and in his ſecond oration = 
againſt the ſame Ariqns p. 508. d. f. and P. 309. 
2. b. Theſe I think are ſyfficient, for I have noted 
above ten other places which. I forbear to quote. 
mean not however to accuſe theſe dbjeftors of 
diſhoneſty, but only of raſhneſs and groſs igno- 
Tance, Beſides,” let any one attend to the com- 
mentary of Oecumenius on the epiſtle of St. Jabs, 
where the whole text is extant without that yerſe, 
which conſequ vently is not mention'd in the com- 
| mentary, A and if he be not greatly byalled by 
ejudice, he will be obliged to be of my op inion, 
whether he will ox no. The very learned Dr. Mill 1 
in kis notes on the firſt epiſtle of Fohn hath faith- - > 
fully collected a great many more arguments, 4 
altho' for trifling reafons he ſeems toffavour the 
other opinion. But into this let others inquire . == 
that will, for my part I have done more than - 
I could well expect, conſidering: g my infirm ſtare | 
of health and weak eyes. 
It remains only that I ſhould fay ſome thing. ig : 
relation to the. Armenian verſion, which hath this 
verſe in the editions of Biſhop Uſean. I Was in- 
Clinable to think that this ei was added by hin 
| from the vulgate verſion, fince he acknow edges : 
in his preface, that he had taken ſome” other 
things from that verſion. | He altered nothing in- 
deck in the Armenian text itſelf, but added many 
things from the Latin verſion; 1 is ealy to be ob. 
ſerved by any one who compares the Armenian 
and Latin together. But what induced me to be 
of another opinion was the authority of the council 
of Sinis ile of our Lord 1 307 in Cillcia, 
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. which v was then called Armenia the 16. p. 1 
| in Galanus p. 461. T0 acts of this council hae 
been faithfully Fe, the ſaid rh from 
the Armenian books, in whom p. 436 and p. 458. 
ve find the ſame teſtimany taken from the book:? 
„ councils and letters of that nation. Hence 
it appears that this addition to St. Foby's words was 
got into the Armenian manuſcripts before the be. 
ginning of the fourteenth century j. I am now 
3 to examine by what means this was 
one : 
Tertain it is that the Kings of 3 who | 
had theip reſidence in Cilicia in the thirteenth cen. Y 
tury, came over to the communion of the Latin 
Church, and united themſelves to it, and even 
reſpected the bilho 9p. of Rome as their chief Patri- 
arch and head of their churches. Among theſe 
the molt famous was King Hetbum, whom the 
Latin writers of that age call Haithon. This 
King, according to the teſtimony of Haitbon the 
q Armenian, his kinſman and name-ſake, in the 
13th * ps of his Oriental Hiſtory, poſſeſſed the 
throne of Armenia for forty five years, viz. from 
the year of our Lord 1224. He died in the 
year 1270, having towards the latter part of 
his life entered himſelf into the order of the Friars 
Minor or Franciſcans. He lived all along in 
- Cloſe union with the church of Rome, and was 
well {kill'd in the Latin tongue for that age. He 
corrected his Armenian bibles by the vulgate Latin 
verſion, which he has ſo exactly followed, that 
he tranſlated Jerom's prefaces and Pres Galea: 
tus into the Armenian tongue, which prefaces 
are | inſerted in the My edition of Uſcan, 


and 


3 . co me wa * oats addy — . — haps DB» 
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ſcripts, oppor gen whar the rd f 6 teſtifies, _—_ 
an Armenian Copy above 400 years old den to him by the 
Armenian biſhop at Anflerdam, this text was wanting, as ks 


himſelf fav, See Sand. * p-. 376. 


ded tn ff 1 LY 


CS. 


2 


Mr. Martin's Examination, Gr. 299 


and alſo in the Conſtantinopolitan edition of 1705. 
By means of this edition of Haithan all others were 


ſuppreſſed, ſo that whoever would find an accu- 


rate Armenian copy muſt go as far as Armenia to 


(arch for copies, which are older than the thir- 


teenth century. Seein therefore it is certain, | 
that the Latin copies of that age had this verſe in 
the epiſtle of St. John, it is not to be wondered 
at, that being at this time tranſlated by Haitbon 
into his copies, it ſhould be conſtantly found i in all 
the Armenian editions. 

I might add a 92 eat deal more, but chats 1 
grow 1 myſelf, and fear I ſhould be too te- 


dious to you alfo; therefore bid you fgrewel, 


and defire * continyance of your friend ip to 


re e, 
Auguſt 17, 1733. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


TT would be ſomething ſtrange, if this SY 
] of ſo famed an author as Dr. Bennet; a book 
of ſo long expectation, and ſo deliberate a 
birth; on ſo important a ſubje& as the Holy Tri. 
nity, and againſt ſo celebrated a writer and emi- 
nent Divine as. Dr. Clarke; ſhould paſs in the 
world without any notice. One great queſtion, 
I find, has been, from: which quarter an Aaſiva- 
would firſt come z whether ftom thoſe againſt 


whom, or from thoſe for «ybom-*tis' pretended to 


be written. I who know. not the intentions f 
any other in this matter, do adventure to give 
freely my own thoughts of his 
which, I confeſs, contains in it ſomething new. 

For, tho the ſubje# of the Huh Tini, and 


— 


the Divinity of our bleſſed Saviour, has with n. 


cient boldneſs! been teaz d and tortured b 
ſchoolmen, and ht into great h 
fine ſchemes z yet, it ms, ſomething has beet 
left for the ſebolaftic genius of Dr. Bennet to ſup- 
ply :? and ſtill, I — none of em alliwill 
latisfy.; and no wonder] For, 

Tho it may not be hard to underſtand mhat 
we find of theſe ſubjects in the Scriptures 


ſelves; yet, when men think they muſt adjuſtthe 


Scripture-accounts- to obſcure rcalgſſaſtical terms 
and phraſes, which lie very croſa thereto, thia re- 
quires a buſy invention to find out, or handſomiy 
to frame ſome ſcheme, that may at leaſt-feehr to 
take in both the Seripiures, and the prevailing er- 
elefiaftical.notions.:. and if. theſe can nevet kindly 
ro to — ſatisfaction of: ſober Chrifians, then 


ey mut e * and o on unto 
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An Ecamination of 


weitineſs © till men can learn the wiſdom fal. 
| Ve Goch ick the — N 3 20 bs. 
"out alkthe modern inconſiſtent — nk Nip 
them ſo much trouble. . 
Chriſtianity, or Chriſt ke was orig nal 
Cor. 1. à doctrine of great ſimplicity ;. but to tbe Greeks 
23. _ this was fooliſhneſs. ' Thoſe grand Sopbiſts and in. 
quiſitive diſputers of the age, required ſomething 
more profound and ſublime, ſome towering he 
culations, and puzzling metaphyſics, with 
pous words and dreſs, which might be are 
vulgar underſtanding, and give the men of phi. 
loſophy an opportunity to ſhew their diſtinguiſb 
genius in unravelling and explaining them. But 
rbat Feſus Nazareth, whom God anointed ith 
ithe Holy Spirit, to go about lo. good, was cru- 
eiſy'd far our fins, andiroſe again; thiro* whom ur 
Ave ucteſi fo the Father, by one Spiritis this was 
ſoch à plain unaffected narrative, that they could 
not caſily make it ferve their pride and vanity. 
This, alas is a Goſpel the Poor may underſtand; 
and let them receive it] but the haughtineſs of 
the Pbiloſopber affected Gmethinng en dank 
and myſterious. 07 
So that it wut bohiſeretd,; the ide, of alen 
which hinder'd theſe men from believing in Chriſt, 
did not lie ſo much in refuſing to ſubmit their 
fairh to myfterious ſpeculations, which puzzled 
their reaſon; as, on the contrary, in a proud a- 
fectation of ſwelli ing words and philoſophic my- 
ſeries, and in not humbling their underftanding 
to receive a ee A and RETRO PIN 


OS. bat 6 1 not, that for Kos ee, 
reaſon, but twas on another account, oper as Boe. 
body to be ſo baſe and viſe; the priſon. ee 
anigd, [that it 'was unworthy of God to reſtore it again. 
The reſurre#ion was not unintelligible in the notion of it, 
(as three en in one God, or one « fingle He is) the —_ 


1 


which, inſtead of fable | abſtracted 8 
fords indeed a wonderful nſtery, but of n 
aal infſuence, to excite love, gratitude, and de- 


kindneſs of God, in not ſparing his own Son, and 


in humbling himſelf ſo low, in life ' and death, 
on ſo compaſſionate a deſign, as the ſalvation of 


magnify and recommend to Chriſtians, which 
the Poor may underſtand and improve; and not a 
myſtery of unintelligible words, of philoſophical 
paradoxes ; nor of effences, and conſubſtantial 
79 circum-inceſſions and communication of 
idioms, &c. Too much of this came in, when the 
pride of philoſophy made men aſham'd of the pri- 


limplicity, I leave the reader to judge :,while: yet 


able ahilities, for his. induſtrious: application: of 
mind to am examination and inquiry into the im- 
portant matters of our Chriſtian religion; d for 
dwers other worthy qualities, i 

1. Particularly for his civility and g ta- 


amicable caim manner z-nor with rude reproaches, 
lenper, and , good" manners: and if a few ſmart 


band ebe. as A+: oy hand. 41 


akon, th yot bow robe ROSE; the arr 
e, but the rorion was not 
= Belides, this was not what they deln iſed, as w 


rout obedience, vi2.. a nyſtery of the great loving- 
of the un/earchable riches. of grace in Jeſus Chriſt, 


miſerable ſinners : this is the myſtery the Apoſtles 


mitiye ſimplicity of the Goſpel. How far the 
Author of the ht, I have under examination, has 
contributed his endeavour to recover this primitive 


| can truly eſteem, and reſpect him, for his valu- 


wards his adverſary, whom he has oppoſed in an 5 
and perſecuting fury. but with a great deal of g 


cenſures are dropt, now and then, they ate laid on 


Volk: g 3 T5; : 157? en Harti 11 : 
va fo, which is no/Chriſtian, 10 rige steal fas Triaitarians 
p&end their /ub{cfencies.and, proceſſion to be). but the 25 8 U 4 
ell was a na t, and the 5 at 


rf ooh /oneſs, but Chrift crucified. 4 T is a ſufficient 2 * - 
to what Dr. Vaterland objects — p. 325. T. R. 


o 


2 2 — Ge. 


1 e, he oppoſed one, whoſe great 
abilities, and well-known excellencies are ſuch, 
| that no man, with any good grace, could haye 
treated him with either anger or ſcorn: but ſtil 
believe better of Dr. Bennetis diſpoſition, tha 
to think: he had any Inclination to t. 
2. For his reſolute contempt of thoſe 22 to. 
pics of perſuaſion, by which ignorant und dege- 
22 minds are led captive into error, or boſe 
praiſe of it if it, ſhould be into truth; bir 
2 7 deciſions 'by councils or churches rn 
rity, when their judgment is not agreeable to the 
holy Scrintures. In this cafe he has aſſerted the 
true Chriſtian liberty of judgir 
oppoſing others; and ſpeaks as 
courage [arid honeſty to oppoſe the moſt trivm- 
phant errors of his age. Te; is ſo ſenſible of the 
attractive charms of truth; that let her be calle 
babellian or Socinian, or by any ugly name what- 


, ever, it ſhall not affright him from being her open 
Pro. 2. advocate. And indeed, her price is fur above that 
3 15. of rubies, and happy is 'the man, that. findeth her. 
= 3. For his zealous profeſſion. of integrity, ex- 


citing others to act honeſtly and openly, accord- 

ing to their judgments; and not to uſe arts of 

— diſguiſe and hypocriſy i in ſacred matters; forfol 

P.4 underſtand him in thoſe excellent words, bai. 

ever litth ends may be ſerved inthis world by arti- 

Ice, ſhift and collufion z yet nothing, but the mof 
_ wnbiaſs'd integrity in our condut? here, can e 

our everlaſting ene hereafter. + | 
In theſe things I greatly pr ui him, as worthy 

of imitation, And if I cannot ſo much commend: 
his notions, as worthy to be receiy*d by Chriſtians; 

1 hope the following diſcourſe will eyince that it is 
for this good reaſon, vir. That e the reſul 

of, 25 more e chan of n „ 
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of the W. OR 0 be c 
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make.ſome general. obſeryations ypon his 


175 Theory,. and scheme of the Trivity in 


niſtry thr Diſciples Hid not believe be ud an 


i 


308 As Examination 


As ſor that remarkable text, Pbil. 2. 6. Wh 


all the argumenes taken from the Goſpel-hiſtory 
with a profeſſed deſign to prove 1bis propoſin, 


4s, there is nut in all ibe Neu Teftament one pol 


l * 
p e 88 
$24 e 5 ES {82 ' "Y 
x 4 EF. * 


1 Begin with a brief repreſentation of thoſ 
texts and arguments upon them, which the 
Doctor owns have no force in them to prove the 
ſupreme Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, after 
all the ſtir which ſome have made about then; 
Whilſt they have. been afraid to part with am u. 
argument, that has been urged in favour of orths 
doxy by-their predeceſſors in controverſy, 
being in the form of God, thought it not robber u 
be equal with God; he ſpends his whole ſeventh 
chapter in an elaborate and judicious confutation 
of thoſe, who interpret this of Chriſt's dine 
nature; and frankly concludes, that St. Paul 
I ſo far from teaching (in this remarkable paſge) 
that the” Divine Nature of * our Lord Jeſus Chr 
is inferior tothe very God, that he does not 
therem, ſpeak one ſyllable of bis Divine Natur: 
but only of bis Human Nature. So that being in 
the form” of Cod, and equal to God, he allovs, 
| may and maſt agree 10" Chris Human nan 
e 15 he next chapter, he throws up, at once, 


of our Saviokr's life, actions, and doftrin:; 
vi. That during the time of our Saviouf ni. 


. thing more than @ mere man, conduted and fi 
© by the Spirit of God: and tells us, pag. 94. That 


age, which implies the Diſciples believed bin i 
have had any Divine Nature during his mini) ; 


—— 


if 


ö 


n „ 


"os. Oy 
165 el e our we, (by the De 1 hn; ie 
fads no proof, nar | even the ſmalleſt intimation 5 
his having any Divine Nature at all, viz. 

M Not his' knowing the thoughts, of- mens 


hoe arts; and therefore he anſwers, 11 ſuch texts, | 

| the 5 Jolm 2. 24, 25. Fobn 16. 3. and ſi uct like e ex- 5 
the peſſions. IAG „ 
after 2. Nor his miracles, caſting out devils, and | 
em ing the dead; ſince the D3/c 10 did the very 

Tl 0: things in every kind; as he {ays pag. 101. 


3. Nor his taking on him. to fave in, Mat. 
q. : 5: which he grants a mere. man n 1 
Go ſets; whatever the Jens Pretends 4 ag Wit 
It, 

4. Nor his canker on others, F power. 0 
. miracles ; Mat, 10, 1. 3 

Next, he goes on to conſider what thi ings our 
Lord faid., of himſelf, which many take to be 


Aer but indeed were pot ſo, e, 
1 Not his ſaying he came down, from Leeder. | 
2. Nor his having glary with the Far before. 
13 ag, John 17. C. 

3. Nor his calling himmel che onhy-begotten Son 
FCod, John 5. 1 * 18. Which he ſays did not 
diſcoyer that he had any Divine Nature at all, 
peg. 109. being only on. the account of his dens 
man, pag. 162. ty 

4. Nor his ſaying, . 30 a my. Huber are one, 
John, 10. 30, the ſame phraſe expreſſing. the. 
union between Chriſt and his Diſciptes. 

5. Nor in ſayings, As the Father- Homes me 
ſo I know-abe. Father 3 John 10. 15... | 


| that bath ſcen ne, hath ſeen the Father. 
7. Nor in thoſe, Fobn 519: Whatſoever . 
lie * doth, theſe alſo dotb the Son. 


* 


OF 


proofs of his Divine Nature given. to; his. Diſei. 5 


6, Nor in thoſe words, Jobn 14. 7—11. * £ 


359 


% 
9 
"of 


* 
„ 
5 3 
* 


ver. 8. 


at the day of Ju 


they might hade been 


8. Not in in ing, he is grout than the * 
ple, Mat. 12. 0 2 
9. Nor chat he was rd p 


7% SEE — 1 . 0 WATT 


10. Nor 10 ty ing, | he Bat ie i FO 
os 1 e hths eh eie 
11. Or chat all bing, 2 rhe Father bath; "on 
nes ohn 10.75 LY ” A un 1 | 
or in faying, that he raiſe kan, 
2 John 6. 40. i 18 
Of All theſe e ee ihe” octor eye 
rity true, the" might 
have been made by Him, tho he had been no. 
thing more than a mere man, conducted and af. 


ſiſted by God's Spirit, P. 1 16. So that for any 
thing argued from theſe texts, the Doctor plait- 


nature perſonalſy unit 


# 


Son, who 16 in. the 


t have had any divine 
to his manhood at all. 
In like manner he grants, that John 3. 31. 


ly Hr he might 


oby 1. 18. "The only begottn 

em 0j the Father ; arid thoſe, 
Jobn 5. 1. where he calls God, — Wari, 
(whence the Jets fally inferred, that he made 
himſelf equal to God) are all applicable fo bis 


and thoſe words, 


- where the Baptiſt 75 of Jelus, He 3s hee al; 


human nature, and ſo is the character of the 
| image of God, and the 22 born of the creation, 


Col. 1. 15. See pag. 170. The ſame he ſays pg. 
173. of thoſe. expreſſions, 1 heir F all things, 
the brightutſs of his Fathers glory, and the . 


preſs image of his perſon,” "or Hbſtence 3 Heb. 


E 1. ov: 


Of all Chriſt's Gcli ring lis "miniſtry, 


the Doctor reſerves to himſelf only theſe thice 


texts, Fohn g. 22, 23. foręlelling, The: fays, his 
receiving of religious worſhip ; Mat. 18. 20. fort 
N bis Praeger with 3 N _— * _ | 


- 3 7 8 5 
# 2; cf. 4-7 
- by 4 * 


fon: ys” th dun. 1443, 145 _ them 
ie mould anſener their, prayers. | Ha grants: that 
1 (ys 8 there may be others ſuch) did 
S. having a divine na- 
then it is becauſe. be fuppoſes this 6. 

fery au bet. to. u8 yg, other Ways: and ſo the 
meaning of tho declarations becames-clear- too 
them, who believe it. before-hand, for other 
| reaſons, ,and, bring that pre-conceiv d meaning 
ith them to the text. » But he does, net think 
the Diſciples took the afare/aid- hints... Nay, on 
the contrary, he ſays, ur Lord's having a divine p. 117. 
nutte, uad what they. ledſt JulpeBebs a0 wouldF 118, 
have pe pk Ba! Xn 
ever er common topics thick 

he ONS from, viz. from Chriſt's raiſag him- Job ” 19 
ſelf when dead, Which he- allows to be done by - 
the human Squl, pag; 149. So from, bis judging + 
the world, which the, Diſciples knewef, and yet 
little Hought, of his having any divine nature, 
pag. 155. and from his being an objec of reli- 
gious worſhip, bete 7 hſtly, from the form 
of baptiſm, where the, Son betotent (he ſays p. 
211. the man Chrify: ... And OM from : noe | I | 
only it in er: wo. things: a . any BE „ 

(1.), That mige believi ring or ſulpecting any 
divine nature in the I Lord Jelus Chriſt we may 
have ſuch a. faith as was acceptable in the Diſ- 
ciples, even ſuch fa as, that for hich our Sa- 
our pronounced St. Peter bleſſed, telling him Mat 16. 
he had that right, knowl far. on oo. IG" = 
which 10 and blood. has 
the particular favour of > 
unleſs we have higher an KL. widence To 
having. a divine gature,.. than they, who Gow: 2 
him and converſed ſo long and Mime with 
him, then had ve are ag exculable in not be- 
es a3 they were. 5 
4 GS, | (20 1 


7 


* 
8 4 4 * 
# 


P. 211. 


that in the form of baptiſm,” (viz. into” "the hane 


An Elon" Wt 


(2.) 1 infer; that *@xinorth&'baptifiial- . 
Trinity, that the Doctor contends for againſt Dr 
Clarke, ot others; for he acknowledges with them, 


of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) the Father, 
or firſt of that T rinity,” implies all that is the. one 


ſelf-exiſtent God, (Ihe is uſually ſtyled be F. 


ther, and never is ſaid to be the Father of the 


Word, or of any pe perſon in kde divine Nature) 
that the Son betokens the Man Man Chrift, a being 

diſtin from the very God: and that thus the 
Father, and the Son, ſignify: thro the whole Co- 


ſpel. I ſee then no e dent in the Doctor 


with Arians, at leaſt not with Socinians; their 
baptiſmal Trinity (which our Creeds are built up- 


on) and his, is juſt the ſame: he indeed imagines 


they, in return 


of the texts * * him | 


another interior Trinity in the Father, or Firſt of 
this Trinity; and may, if he pleaſ s, another, 
in the firſt of that again, and ſo have a Trim — 


of Trinities: but the Father, Son, and Holy 


into which Trinity we are baptized, are, 1 
not the matter of diſpute with him; and yet] 
dare ſay, moſt Peoplg thought the controverſy 
lay there; and that if there be another Trinity 
in the Father, and if the Word be one in it, yet 


we are not baptized into that interior Trinity, 


ſince no notice is taken of it there. And as the 
honeſt Chriſtian may be eaſy and glad to find this 


i * agreed, ſo T preſume,” that as the Doctor 


ath granted his ad verſaries this baptiſmal Trinity, 
ſhall not oppoſe his philoſophy: 
cal Trinity of modes, or powers, and operations, 
in the Fayher,"'if he will not itppoſe it on them 


as the-Scripture-Trinity. Let me then beſpeak 
both ſides in Meſes's courreoiis words, Lu are bre. 


thren, by do ye wrong one to another ? ' - 
Loet none think T intend, 'by this emmeration 
rely ſurrender'd to the 
oy * 


enn K . 


3 — 


„ 


Dr. By 


adverſaries,” in ber keuſt te to 8 * 
defign to betray the Trivitaran Taufe for — £ 


r be the real conſequence; I am well ſatisfyꝛd 
if his hearty zeal to. defer: it but he Has too : 


much ſagacity to-be impoſed on by texts'uninatus7 = 


nlly apply d to the proof of « Chriſt's: ſupteme 


| Deity,” which he judges will prove juſt the coππ˙ 


and Was ere _ —_— them-up,/ 
and glad to 11 * oy - interpreting! | 
5 — G en pre-exiſting: ſoul: tho 
remember, the late Dr; Sberyock (writing againſt 
the late Biſhop of Ghucefttr, wo had made th 4 
like interpretation) fays, he had given away met 
fl the 3 e our buen e „ 


* £7 1. 7 60 19113 7 
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14 M 99751 to 3 de 66.1 0 . new bo- 
tion of the quieſtente of the WOR D, Cb. 9. 
by which he inks to anſwer ſome texts "and 
arguments, which are urged againſt the ſupreme” 
Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chtiſt, and without 
which he acknowledges they cannot be anſwered; 


and inſinuates this for a proof © of the truth of his. 
notion, Pag. 128. 


His ngtion of che quieſcence _ W O R D 


is this, That tile Nd (tho perſonally i united fol 4 EE 


the Me Chriſt Jefus) 4a not 5 
extraordinary thfluence to bin, more than to aber 
mortals ; 1. e. no more than if chere had been no” 


fch union at all: inſpmuch, that none of his 
Diſciples could perceive any fign of ſuch a per. bo 
onal union, from any thing he dt did ar faid, dur 5 
ing his whole miniſtr „ till after his reſurrection; ” 
bur that he was wholl "under the conduct of the 
5 


ſelf againſt ſome texts urged by his ad 
T. re. of 0 Son's nas ang 


nom appearance, or no evidence of "it in the: 
whole courſe of his lift and doctrine. To this. 
de aſwers, true; but tho his divine. nature did. 
not appear, yet it was united to him, only it lay 

a5 full and filent as if not fo » and begauſe his 
oppoſers will ſay, „this is bud a3 pretence, and 
* that if there was ſueh an union, it would not be 
without ſome ſuitable effects, or to no purpoſe: 
therefore he labours to conſtrain them too, on 
their own princi 53 T0, admit this ne of 
the Word, in their notion of it. 

Jo whe fir fei takes it for s certain truth; | 
that our Lord Jeſus had two intelligent natures 
in him united to his wg otherwiſe, if there 


be but one, he has proved that cannot be the 
| ſell-exaſtens Gad, but, pre-exiſtent. Soul, He 
knows this touch es: not at all the Socivians, y 
' wr 5 ut one intelligent Being in our Squiayr's. 
| Wo nor much thoſe Ariang, 97 75 Gl ay the 
W BB, ite, ei BT. f 
to be the Word: th do I find that Pr. Clarke 
| has ever faid, "they are two diſtin Beings, tho 
; if he would fain urge it 000 him, As, well as on 
=_ dhe Arians, that they. mult grant it (as 1.75 ; 
| | * quence of the high character they give the 
= orf Word) that it cannot be the Soul of the Man 
Chriſt Jeſus, if he Was 3 man, in ſuch e 
Wet men e . 9 into the 
Philo noti 2 man, whether any fa. 
tional Pie g limited to, and ſympa- 
 thizing with ſuch an organized body, : as.qurs, does 
not a e a man or be of e ; 


* 


ok hi may of nns derten x oute 
the conſequence pretend in -his "third: P 
For as the: Doctor \catmor prave./ageinſk-*<m bn 
any direct reftimony, that the a rf ED 
Soulare Fog 2j Were than that gend e 


denote two perſons.z ſo neither dog; big teaſog- 
ing_extort an Sacnondedgment it ir from then, 
ſelves, as\he un ot ary ni 1 ati wr; 


His main, if nat his whole argument for tha, | 
18, . and — ; e = 

W be ſiqperior td oreate Brings 3 
. and 4 all wert walls n bim and 
they call i r a 1 But hat «pars hs * 


urs own afſertions, Ace 10 all created beings | aj 


whatever, having all power in heaven and eartn 
yen to him Daes!: he not tell us, That be. 171. 
83 Feſus is be frſi: burn of all the ere. 
ation? 1. Becauſe this Soul was created before all 
| os: creatures. 3. Becauſe by is nen in poſſeſs! 
| fm of the Jus primageniti (or right of E | 
niture) Pere, divius _ 4 Hype tia; , o 16. 
caring, be t gauernor exeated beingi, 55 
and God? W and that Ihe rohole ercafiam F. 173. 
is gt bis command. Fheſe things, he ſays, mut * 
er woſt gc E be underftocd. of bys. human na © 
tereonlyy.'w ich-tnany-1 re ſuch high characters 
7 Sou of) Chriſt. No- 
I appeal to any one if this be not s high und 
loſey as any thing ſaid by the Anans of the Hon 
at jeaſt e ſaid by m. in maintenance: 
of their great article. They don t make him in 
power and honour ſuperior to allicrestures, in 3 
greater degree than · the Docter makes Chriſtis 
human Squl now. to be ;, and therefore tis nd 
argument againſt the Wordis being a ſpirit of the 
| _ kind, in chat he was s thus Os as * i 
1 32320 e 4 


49; N 


of the wann, is. Ther wind vhch beg 
ſuch tranſcendent —— — was natu- 
rally as capable of great glory before: and he 
who is now God's (or Vicegerent, 6 
he oſten terms * Cheiſk Jeſus) in govern-- 
ing and judging the whole creation, was as capa - 
ble, for ought that he has ſaid, o be a ſubordi. 
nate miniſter in the formation of It. And that 
human foul (rather mind) Which, in its ſeparg- 
tion from the body of. Chriſt, be grants, nagt 
be endued (pag. 149.) with à miraculous power 
of raiſing himſelf. Tow the dead, as well as be. 
had before raiſed others, might, I conceive, by 
the like divine power, raife the firft Adam out of 
the duſt alſo into fe: And, I think, to give 
life is the nobleſt part of the creation. But yet 
neither this nor the other does neceſſarily give 
one the dominion,” or make him God, over them, 
whom he has miniſterially raiſed, ſince the Apa, 
ſtles were without this dominion. -/ 2410 
The Doctor indeed pretends the Word, or! 
the rational Spirit, thro which, according to his. 
oppoſers, all things were formed, muſt be een. 
2 ſuperior to all; and that the power: and 
P. 15. uiſdom manifeſted in the creation, muſt be % 
ential to the Great Architeñ of the univerſe. To: 
which J anſwer, moſt certainly infinite power and 
wiſdom are eſſential to the Great Arcbite#, and 
Nlaſter- Builder, or Creator of the world; even 
to the God and Father of our Lord Jg, and. 
of all things elſe. But as I know not, that ei- 
ther Aians, or any primitive Chriſtian writers, 
ever adventured to give the character of THE: 
ORBAT ARCHITECT of the wniverſe to Jeſus 
Chriſt ®, chuſing rather, with the ſacred writings, 
John. I. 10 in e gage. an 980 PR . 


as bee VL l . 199. 
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5 *# 3 Lot, 


Gal created "all things , -reſerving" the "abſ6:Eph. 2. 2. 
ute title of The Creator of the Univerſe to ano-Heb. 1. 2- 
ther, viz. the God and Father of the Word fo © 

I ſee not, that the eſſential native power either af 
miracles, or creation, (which are much the ſame) 

is at all requiſite in ſuch ſnbordinate miniſters, who 

do all by | a communicated power from him who 

acts by them. Tis enough that this fulneſs is in 
„ THE 4k  STTLONS 1: TRE, 1413-176”. .na ule 


„This Dr. Waterland, Def. p. 188. very unjuſtly and 
very untruly calls 4 mi/repreſentation of the ſacred writings ; 
for, ſays he, they do wot conftanthy follow. that ſoft language, 

and then inſtances in Jabs 1. 3, 10. Codoſ7 1. 16. Heb. 1. 10. 

d the contrary, whereas in none of thoſe places are all things 

ſad to be created VF avls by him, as the efficient cauſe, but 
all, except the laſt, are expreſly in the language mentioned 
by our author iv or Ji d, rbrough him, as the inſtrumental 

cauſe, And as to Hob. f. 16: the Doctor has not been able to 
ptove it to be 2 of Chriſt at all, altha he well knew that our 
Author (as well as ſeveral others) underſtand it of God the Fa.. 
ther according to the original meaning in Fſalm 102. from | 
whence it is quoted. See this Tract cap,'3, ſub fine. There 
was no ground therefore for that reflexiow on our Author, 
Def. p. 187. That he had expreſſed bimſelf in fuch a manner, 
at may deceive ignorant and unwary readers. This reflexion 
may with much more juſtice be retorted on himſelf, when he 

| fan, © A man muft be 4 very ſtranger to the Antients, who 
* can make any que/tion whether they attributed the work 
of creation to the Son, as ach | as to the Father. True 
indeed ſo he muſt, if he does not know, that they 7: by jena 

4h made a mighty difference between them. Nay the Doctor 
himſelf was ſo aware of it, that he is forced to ſay and unſay 
They aſeribed it egaaliy, ſays he, to both, only with ab 
©* &ference, that for the greater majeſty and diguity' of the 
Father, as the firſt perſon, they ſuppoſed him to iſſue out 
orders, or to give his fat for the Creation, and the Son to 
execute? That is, they aſcribed it zgua/ly to both, only 
made a great difference between them, in R 
merefty and dignity to the Father, who commanged-and iſſued 

| out orden, than they did to "the Son, who "execured thoſe 
commands in obediznte to the Father: . Hence, Jays the Door, 
the Father is repreſented as primarily, eminently, and n- 
©" phatically.T yz Max zB of heaven and earth, ſo as that the 
Son did not make the worlds by the Father, but the Father 
* by hin.“ See Serm. p. 111. Def. p. 183. 184. 


5 d original n fountain; FRY 
is well, ſupply d with derived Areams — re, 
in ſhort, needs be eſſential to him, y bom GO 
is pleaſed to form and frame all, than to that hu- 
anan Soul, by. which, as the, Door r., grants, be 
governs all. Sb that the ſuperiority of che Ward, 
10 all created . beings, hinders not ĩts being the 
Soul of Chriſt; which for .1 ies immediate pr 0 
duction, and the honour of being the 2 
of the Creation, and for-the dign — and autho- 
rity conferred by God, has been ſtyled Gol, and g 
divine nature; by them Who believe him not to 
be the felf-exiſtent iodependent 2 0 as che Doc. ; 
tor profeſſes his belief to be. 
But the Doctor further argues, on the othet 
hand, againſt the Vord's being the Soul of Chrllt, 
from the miſeries and temptations he felt, which 
he thinks, the #ord, 8 W en | 
could nor poſſibly be ſu to, uperior 
. the Wand Jede war it impoſſ⸗ 
ble to be Chriſt's Soul, he will have the Umbe- 
cillities and troubles of that Soul render it incon- 
ſiſtent with being the Ver; fo that both (ſhall 
not be one and the ſame mind. He fas, The 
maker and of all things; who. is, e/ſaitialh 
ſuperior to all created beings, could not be tempted, 
. 
take of a e ority ſu 
has its anſwer in what I 8 „ and 
may be further conſidered: when Toome to ment | 
the ſame as urged again for an argument of 'his 
 guieſcence of the Word : for as he thinks the Ls 
cannot be Chriſt's rational Soul, he thinks allo, 
that without its ceſſation, and quieſcence during 
his miniſtry, its union to ſuch an afflicted Sov 
as Chriſt's oft was, is inconſiſtent. And:there- 
W firſt" to i 
| 1 ine 


— 7 


FX mar Theory. 


divine Word (ditinet from the human Soul) w 


nited to our Lord Chriſt, he labours as much, 
in the next place, to prove; that there was n 
"gn or token of his having any ſuch thing, nor 


any uſe for it during tis" e which 1 5 
arank e | 


next'to conſider. | 
That there was 10 2ppeara 

{lf-exiſtent-ſupreme nature perſonal ly. united to 
him, or fach a Word, is — nted. without 
ptoving it; but that it Was 5 ent in bim, will 

be deny d by thoſe, who hold there was no ſuch 
thing, and that therefore there could be no juſt 
figns of it. And for the Logos, in the ſenſe 5 
Dr. Clarke, and others, (who, for ought I ſee, 
take it for the: Soul of  Chrift) the Doctor will 


not pretend, nor need, that this ſhould be qui- OP : 


eſoent. So that till he can, by good arguments, 
conſtrain them to yield chat iche Word, und ra- 
tional Soul of Chriſt, are not the lame,” but 9 
different minds; there is ho oceaſion o [diſpute 
about this (quitſeeroc of nothing. 

But becauſe the granting the quietribee ofthe 
Mord, while the rational Soul in Chriſt did not 
quieſce, would carry with it a 1 that ĩt 
was not Chriſt's rational Soul, but a "diſtinEt 
mind ; for: this reaſon he endeavours to perſusde 
us, that both Dr. Clarke, and alſo the Alan, 
muſt on their 'own principles grant, timt the 


V, in their ſenſe of it, aus, af lief fene F. 1. 


times, quit cent pegs Bis | miniſtry, via. when 
under Ems tion by the Devil, and undder his 
agonies: becauſe; Tays he, n temp eould 
affect him; and ne agony be pn himy if the 
Mord, ſo poweiful and 4 an nent, d 
exert and eommunicate its mighty infldenoes 
To this & may 
tight apprehenſion of the humiliation and in- 


arding to his —— 


| neee c 
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ſentiments 5 for they think the Word realh. emp. 
lied itſelf, and became like the rational foul of 
another man, which is limited by the bodiſy or- 
gans, and is in a manner dormant in infancy; 
for by the ſertled laws of nature, it exerts not 
then its nobleſt powers: Man is at firſt but bare. 
* animal, and gradually thoſe powers, and la- 
tent facukies, diſcover themſelves. according a 
the organs admit; and probably never diſplay 
themſelves in all their full ſtrength, in this groſs 
and feculent body; not till it be ſpiritualiz'd and 
"refin'd at the reſurrection. Now aceording to 
this opinion of the Word (which alſo makes our 
Saviour's humiliation very aſtoniſhing and en- 


_ Gearing, and which is the true and great myſt 


7 
- Tim. 3. of godlineſo that was manifeſt * in ibe fleſÞ) *rwil 


be eaſy for them to admit the Word to be for 2 
while 'deprived of its former n abil 


ties, and in reality to become ſuhject to fore 


temptations, and great afflictions: Alſo to grow 
in wiſdom as others do; tho at the fame time it 
did conduct his actions, and ſomething very ex- 


traordinary too appear d in him at twelve years 
of age, even before his great unction with the | 


Holy Spirit, when he reaſoned ſo wonderfull/ 


with the Jewiſh Doors: fo that it acted as the 


admitted. - _ 
- But the Doctor's ſelf.exiſtent Apes God, 


1 * cane is the Nord in his ſenſe) will not be ſup. 


of ſuch abaſement. Can the Al- 
— ebovab be brought low, or deny him- 


ſelf? Can his eternal perfections be confined wi) | 


or his infinite mind lock' d up within narrow or- 
1 or be tempted or afflicted ? No: and there- 
they who might admit ſome quiz/cence (in 
ſome 1 8 met: 9280 the . 17 
v4 For * 5 74 5 . p 
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ples, will ſtill be as far as ever from granting. it 
on his. Nor is it harder to conceive the Word 
to be thus reduced, than the Doctor's allow'd pre· 
exiſtent ſoul of Chriſt WHREW 

He might as well argue from the quieſcence of 
that noble pre- exiſtent foul, which he allows had 
ſo often per ſonabed the Almighty, and had conduct- 
ed his people Iſrael; and yet, after all that vaſt 
viſdom and experience which this ſuppoſes, he 
muſt grant, became as the ſouls of other infants ; 


and increaſed in the common wiſdom of men, 


and became ſubje& to ordinary infirmities. Let 
him a apply this to the Word in the ſenſe of his 
oppol 
1 5 of it, in favour of his quieſcence of the 
ſupreme God [as he ſuppoſes) who i is not ſubject 
to ſuch paſſions, or reſtraint. 

1 grant this hinders not, but the Almighty 


321 | : 


rs, and then ſce what advantage he can 


may dwell in filence, and manifeſt himſelf more | 


or leſs as he pleaſes, as he did in Prophets and 
Apoſtles at different ſeaſons ; but that'm a per- 


ſonal unjon to the man Chriſt Jeſus, he ſhould, 


in ſo many years, give nct one mark of it, is 


what the Door muſt prove for himſelf ;. for his 


oppoſers. have no occaſion for his kind help in 
this matter, and can do without it, if he cannot. 


That the Mord, in the Arian notion, ſhould be 


| ſometimes quieſcenr i in ſome degree for a while, 
and not exert its powers by external diſtinguiſh- 


ing tokens, is no wonder: for the human ſoul of 


Chriſt was fo quieſcent, whenever our Lord Jeſus 


ſept, till he awoke again; and ſo it is with other 


men. But what is this to a conſtant quieſcence, 


which alone will do the Doctor any ſervice? Nay, 
even the human ſoul of Jeſus did acquieſce i in his 
⁊gonies, ſo far as not to exert all it could for pre- 


venting his death; ſince he ſays, he could pray to Mat. 26. 
bis Father, and have Angels enough ſent in bis 5 


ad; and ſhewed, when'the officers came to . 
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| that he could have confounded and diſarny, 
Joh. 18. 6. them. He had then ſome form of God, a god. 


like majeſty and authority, which yet he would 


| NOT ute, x but laid by , and calmly ſuffer? d the 

| death, of a //ave, and fo took the form of a ſervay, 

But ſome quieſcence, at particular times, is not 

like a perpetual ceſſation, which never affords one 

proof of the being of that thing which is ſuppoſed 

do be quieſcent, And yet this is all the quieſcence 
; 5 vhich Irenæus mentions in the Doctor's citation 
out of him, viz. That he ſubmitted to be temp. 

ted, to die, and did not oppoſe his power to 
prevent the trial: but be was far from ſaying the 

Mord was ſilent at other times, viz. in his mira- 

cles and diſcourſes; nay, rather on the contrary, 

the ceſſation or quieſcence on thoſe particular oc- 

caſions, implies, That the Word was not ſo uſual- 

ly, or at other times; much leſs at all times, in 


5 


that Father's opinion. 


- * | 


1 nec the Doctor with teſtimonies of 
primitive Chriſtian writers, which method he 
cChuſes to decline; yet ſince he relies upon Irene, 

it will be but reaſonable to let him and others 

know, that he was not of his opinion touching 

the Word: for he ſuppoſes the Logos to be paſible, 

_ in, oppoſition to the Cerinibians, in the chapter 

5 whence this citation is taken; and expreſly lays, 
I. . c. 4.6 Arab, the Word of God was. made fob, 

| and ſuffered ;..and calls him, patiens Verbun, the 

L. 3. e 20: ſuffering Word of God. So that he neither thought 


the Doctor does; nor that he was wholly que 
cent, as to the. bearing thoſe afflictions, which 
yet he did ſo far acquieſce in, as not to prevent 
and to afflict him forely. „ 
If the Logos (or divine Son) was not paſſible, why 
vere the Sabellians call'd Patripaſſians for holding 
the Father and Son to be the ſame being under two 
names? If there were no paſſion either in * * 
: : 7 | 3 


— 


the Mord to be the impaſſible ſelf-exiſtent God, as 


their coming on him, or to be a real temptation, | 


tier, or Logos (or Son) if it was no more, than a 
bare dwelling and operating in the fleſh, which did 
| ſuffer, how did the Word or Son endure more than 
the Father; Gneg the -Farher did ſe dwell and o- 
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lous, and as falle to aſſert the paſſion. of the Son,, 


s of the Father, if they were both equal? Surely. 


| the truth was, that the Word or Sor had à real, 


ſympathy and painful feeling with the fleſh, which. 
Vs not to be aid of the impaſhble Almighty Father. 
Having clear'd the way fo far, I will next ſug-. 


geſt ſome ſtrong preſumptions againſt his Hype. 


ks of the Word's quieſcencs., © 


> 
7 


Figl, There is not the leaſt hint of any ſuch- | 
bing in the Goſpel-hiſtory of Chriſt. to. found ir 


upon. Tho the Goſpels were written, many years 


after Chriſt's aſcenſion, and after the diſciples 


xe ſuppoſed to have b:en informed of this ne and 
unſuſpe&ed myſtery z yet they have not dropt 
one word of ſuch a quieſcence of the Divine Na- 
ture, nor made any apology for Chriſt's not ap- 
pearing ta be what they ſince found he was; nor 


made any reflexions upon their own. 1gnorance 


of miſtake, ag. in other caſes they -did. "Tis 
lange that St. Fobn (whoſe expreſſion, the Mord 
vas Cod, is in a manner the whole foundation of 


the Doctor's opinion, as to Chriſt's ſupreme 


Deity) ſhould not ſay ſomething, why or how, 


this had been purpoſely hid from men during 


Chriſt's abode in the fleſn: nay, which is more, 
d. Jobn takes notice of the quieſcence, or undiſ- 
cover'd ſecrecy of the Word, before his incarna- 
don, even according to the Doctor's account, 
n thoſe words, And the Word was with God: 


Tis ſtrange, I ſay, he ſhould not carry it far- 


tber, and ſay ſomething to his lying hid too in 


his life! And, which yet preſſes harder, the 


Doctor tells us, thoſe words, The Word was with 


bad, are oppoſed to his manifeſtation, when the P. 189. 


X 2 Mord 
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that the Word was with God, till the time when 


God was manifeſt in the fleſh. It ſeems then, he 
was not hid with God any longer; it was ng 
longer a ſecret ; but the Word was plainly diſco. 
vered, when once he took fleſh and converſed 
with men. And if fo, then the diſciples were 
not ſo ignorant of the Word's perſonal union to 
the fleſh or body of Chriſt ; for it was now with 
them, which formerly had been with God alone; 
the hidden ſecret condition of the Word was over: 
and therefore St. Jobn might well ſay nothing of 


the Doctor's quieſcence of the Word, when he 


had told us, he was manifeſted, and 7bey beheid 


his Glory; which yet he could hardly but hare 


e hw 3 noni s, 

Secondly, Tis ftrange, the Apoſtles, in their 
epiſtles, ſhould not take ſome notice of this ſur- 
540 diſcovery, newly made to them, that 


eſus Chriſt was quite another perſon than theß 


had ever thought him to be; and he, whom they 
always had taken for a mere man, aided by God, 
by later information ſince receiv'd, they under- 


ſtood was the ſelf-· exiſtent God: They knew - 


there was reaſon doubly to inculcate ſuch ah im- 
portant point, and the more, becauſe it was what 
had never been ſuſpected by Chriſt's followers, 
who had never, from himſelf, had the leaſt inti- 
mation of it, and would, as the Doctor ſays, have 
been much /hock*d at it. But is there any notice 


bol this great change in their opinion? They tell 
Acts 3 1, us, The princes of this world knew him not; but 


do they ever complain of their own great mil- 
take? They tell us often how different and more 


- Fil, 2. 9, glorious an eſtate he was advanced to by his exal- 


tation, in large expreſſions; but not one word what 
a much greater difference they had learned from 
his being in perſonal unicn with th: Almighty . 
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Dr. BanxeT's New Theory. 
The Doctor ſays, He- preſumes our Lord did 1 
(i, g. at a meeting with the diſciples after the re: 
ſurrection) reveal to them his divine nature. So 


that he is not certain, this article of Chriſt's ſu- 
Deity is any part of that Goſpel, which 


2 
1 4 * 7 *. * 1 "7 
| _ 
” z 


0 preached by our Lord, and afterwards con- 
frmed by. them who. heard bim; but however he 


reſumes it, and is confident it was either by bis. 


non diſcourſes after the reſurrettion, or elſe by the 


7 


niraculous effuſion of the Spirit at the day of Pen- P. 125. 


trot, that this doctrine was imparted to them. 
But, ſince we have ſome account of both, let 


us ſee if there be any notice of fuch a new diſco- 


very in either; the Evangeliſt tells us what Chriſt 


dicourſed of to his diſciples aſter the reſurrection, 
Luke 24. 27. But is there a word of this new 
and ſurprizing account of his divine perſon? In 
that chapter, excuſe is made for them who knew 


not his bodily form, that their eyes were held; 
but is there any for the darkneſs of their minds, 


that they had not known him to be the bell exiſtent | 
God before? Is there any thing intimated of their 


changing their minds about his Perf in this 


amazing point? 
The ſame Evangeliſt tells us what was preach- 


*. on the day of Pentecoſt, at the firſt effuſion 
of the Spirit, by St. Peter; twas this, Feſus of 


Nazareth, a man approved of God by figns and Ads 2. 22. 


wonders cobich God did by him. Is this any higher 
account of Chriſt's perſon, than they had learned 


before? One would think, that having juſt now. 


receiv.d that new and amazing diſcovery of 


_ Ciriſts being the ſelf-exiſtent Gad, the Apoſtle 
would have been full of it, at leaſt not e left 


it out in his devout and juſt encomium of his ſacred 
Lord and Maſter. St. Peter ſeems to have learn'd 
e new 040 Chriſt's Ps of more than 

2 


F 
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Nat. 16. appear'd in his old confeſſion, Thou a 
the Son of ibe living 'God. Nor do any of raed 
Apoſtles take any notice of this great alter 
of the Chriſtian faith in this „ 

1 know of no other writings that pret 4 
give any account of our Lord's diſcourſes after 
his reſurrection, unleſs it be the Apoſtolical confii- 
tations; and theſe are ſo very contrary to the 
Doctor's notion of the ſelf- exiſtent Werd, that] 

Cannot ſuppoſe he will · appeal to them. 
Thirdly, How can this -perſonal union rob 
with this pretended quieſcence, which he ſup- 
poſes was total? What does the Doctor mean by 
- union? What is the perſonal union, but a near 
relation and preſence of the Divine nature to 
the human, in order to ſpecial operation upon, 
and by it? And where there is no fuch opera- 
tion, what is the union? I think he will grant, 
as all men, I conceive, do grant, that the per- 
ſonal union is diſſolved between man's ſoul and 
body, when the ſoul ceaſes,” at death, to aft in, 
and by the body; tho a fort of ineffectual relation 
may remain between the two natures till: and 
will not his quieſcence of the Word, for ſo many 
years, equally imply ſuch a diſſolution of the per- 
ſonal union, if there had been ſuch, between a 
divine and human nature, in Jeſus Chriſt? Other- 
' wiſe I want to know what he means by perſond 
8 Hence, 

Fourthly, * Tis a great e againſt his 
quieſcent Word, that Jeſus Chriſt himſelf gives | 

| us not any account of there being any ſuch perſon 

i in the divine ſelf-exiſtent nature, or any ſuch 

| Mord, (name or thing) more than was manifeſt 

in himſelf, The — and the Spirit too, are 
oft mention'd by him; how is it then that he 
never mentions any Mord or ſecond perſon (which | 


| 
| was not, as the Doctor grants, PTY to 


be 


/ 
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be himſelf) on any account? He, wight ſurely 
have ſpoken of the Almighty Mord, and let his 
Diſciples know there was ſuch a perſon, and their 
duty to him, without ſaying any ching of the 

rlonal union to him; nay, ſince the operation. 
and aſſiſtances of the Father and Spirit do not 

rove ſuch an union of them to himſelf, - Why 
might not the Word ſometimes have heea parti- 
cularly owned, and ſome things aſcribed, to him 


by Jeſus Chriſt, which yet would have given no 


more ſuſpicion of his being the Word, than of 
his being the Holy Spirit ? But that it ſhould al- 
ways be declared, that he wrought by the Spirit 
of God, and that the Fatber dwelt in him, and 
lid his works, and the like; and never once, that 
the Word (who was not thought, as he ſuppoſes, 
to be himſelf) aſſiſted him, muſt ſeem. very 
ſtrange. Why his agency in common ſhould be 
paſſed by, the Doctor gives no account, nor ſo 


much as preſumes any; tho, he is not the back- 


wardeſt, nor moſt barren. in ſpeculitions, as his 
New 7, heory of the Trinity has convinced the 
world. So that it is plain, his quieſcence of the 
Vord was not at all needful for concealment of 
the perſonal union; but was altogether as great, 
as even the Arians or Socinians would need, on 
the ſuppoſition that there is no ſuch perſon at all 
in the ſelf-exiſtent God; and who therefore ſay, 
it is nowonder there were no marks of it in the 
life or doctrine of the bleſſed Jeſus. _ _ 

Fifthly, I can't ſee, upon the Doctor's hypo- 
theſis, any ground left to aſſert any incarnation, 
or union of the Word to the human Nature, ſo 
early as Chrift*s . Birth: then indeed the pre- ex- 
iſtent ſoul was embodied, as other mens, and 
ſoon manifeſted itſelf in the natural ſeaſon. But 


what reaſon has he to ſay the divine Mord, an- 
aber ee infinite Being, was then. ned? 


X 4 


* 
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I remember not any countenance the Scripture is 
pretended to give in this caſe ; it ſays, the Mord 

was made fleſh; but when? If it does not ſay, 

at his birth or conception, and if there appeared 

no good ſign of it in all his life, then why might 

it not be afterwards, and not till his reſurrection? 
when he was begotten from the dead, and it waz 
ſaid,” his day have I begotten thee, by Almighty 
God. I car't but think this would mend the 
Doctor's ſcheme, and fave him the labour of 
making out his guzeſcence of the Word; by ſaying, 
our Lord Jeſus had been only a man in his life. 
time on earth, but became the felf-exiſtent God 

_ afterwards; ſince it is not till then that he finds 
any proof of his perſonal union. 
 Sixthly, I ſee not by any thing in his account 
but that the Word is quieſcent ſtil, if it was fo 
during Chriſt's miniſtry. For what manifeſts 
tion has there been of a divine Word or Nature. 
in our Saviour, which may give us a clearer 
difcovery of its perſonal union to his fleſh, ſince 
the reſurrection, than before? What new proofs 
(waving a while the ſenſe of that expreflion, the 
Mord was God) can the Doctor alledge in fact, 
to ſhew this hidden divine Vord has fince ſhone 
forth in fuller evidence? True indeed, Chriſt 
roſe from the dead,” and aſcended on high, and 
ſent forth the ſpirit in miraculous gifts; but 

what then? Did not the diſciples hear him fore- 
tell theſe things, and yet not ſuſpect his divine 
nature at all? And. why ſhall the raiſing himſelf 
trom the grave, be a proof (as he ſuppoſes) of 

lis being the ſupreme God, to Thomas, who had, 
without ſuſpicion of this,” ſeen him raiſe Lazarus, 
r. 140. who had been longer dead? and which the Doc- 
tor equals to his raiſing himſelf, As for bis 
md {ending the Holy Ghoſt: in miraculous gifts, he 
. had formerly given his diſciples . 
4 a | | C000 Sr 5” , cha 
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that, and erteile it himſelf often: and the 
Doctor aſcribes this effuſion. of the Spirit to the 


man Chriſt Jeſus, telling us, That the man Chriſt Pp. 20; 


Jeſus diſpoſes of theſe influences of the Spirit, as alſo 


the Apoſties did. And ſince” he tells us, that Be P. 85. 


conſtantly declared to hig diſciples, that the man 
Chriſt Jeſus ſhould judge us at the great day, and 

yet they little thought of his having a divine na- 

ure; 1 cannot. imagine what evidence, from any 
fact, there is to this day, of his having any di- 
vine nature in him, which was never diſcove- 
rd during his miniftry on earth. And if it 
be ſtill quieſcent, for what end will the Doctor 

ſay the perſonal union ſerves? 

Seventhly and: Laſth, I don't ſee, by the Doc- 
tor's way of arguing, that he can make it ap- 
pear, that our Lord Jeſus himſelf knew he had 
2 divine nature united to him; but that the man 
Chriſt was as ignorant of the perſonal union, as 
of the day of judgment, till his reſurrection. 
For ſince nothing that he faid or did, diſcove- 


red that he hac any knowledge of it, why ſhould 


believe he did know 1 it? And it would be a. 
ſtrange perſonal union, that himſelf neither was 
conſcious, nor ſo much as inform'd of. 

And now ſince the Doctor rely d fo much on 
this notion of the Ward's quieſcence, to furniſh 
him with anſwers to many things objected againſt 
Chriſt's ſupreme. ſelf- exiſtent Deity ; and parti- 
cularly confeſſes, that 'without ſuppoſing it, no 
tolerable account can be given of our Saviour's 


not knowing the day of judgment: I hope, ifP. 128. 


this fail him, he will rather yield, than betaxe 
humſelf to any intolerable accounts. If this great 

magazine of pow for defence be blown up, it 
will be expected, that he preſently ſurrender with 
the poor remains into the hands of victorious 


truth, 
TR CHAP. 


wy ination 180 


CHAP. Wm. 2 858 


4 es IR FOIA of the texts 1 on by the 
Doctor, with an ene N to "the 
Dai 9 _e vin Ghoſt. 


x Come now to examine the SE of thok 

few remaining texts, to which he retreats. in 
is twelfth chapter, as his only defence; to E 
if they prove our Lord Teſus . to be the ane 
6 exiſtent God. 

Here I find but 10 texts, on which be AR IN 
7 his proof, (indeed he had not many more kft, 
and twas time to ſtop, elſe he had given up his 

cauſe) viz. John 1. 1. and Heb. 1. 10. For his 
_ other proof from 1 Tim. 2, 5. relies wholly up- 
on the interpretation of the fr/# of thoſe 11 
and needs no particular anſwer. 
First, He produces St. Job's teſtimony, vi oi, 
The Word was with God, and the Word was God. 
And indeed this. alone muſt bear the weight of 
the whole cauſe, or he muſt give. it up. 
His argument lies thus: Since the holy Soip- 
« tures f ully and exprefly declare, both under ibe 
Lach and the Gofped, that there 15 but one God, 
1 and but one being, who is God; and fince 'tis 
* acknowledg'd by all, that St. John tntends the 
one ſelf-exiſftent Being, by the term (God, with 
ebam the Word was; therefore in ſaying tbe 
Mord was God, be muſt mean that be was the 
« ſame ſelf-exiftent. one God, ar he, muſt: contradif 
© the whole, tenour of the. Scriptures, by by aſſerting 
© a'Ged beſides the one God: whereas ihe $ raptures 
© ( ſays he) never d. iBinguiſh upon the matter, 1 
8 once inform us, I bat tho there is hut one ſupreme, 


94 1 there is another ſubordinate God.“ "ny" 


F 
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üs he is ſo warm and poſitive, as tõ #4 4 1 
+ puſuble expoſition or ſenſe of the word God, can 


+ reconcile tbe contradifijon of this verſe of St. 
John, 10 ebe other. parts of the Bible, without 


« admitting that. the Word is the ſelf-exiſtent God: P. me 


© ſo that we muſt either give up all the reſt of the 
Srripture, or rect St. John's G oſpel, as fub- 
+ werting the unity of Gd. But ſince I am not 
ſo willing to give up either St. Zobw's Goſpel, or 
the reſt of the Bihle, I will ſtill attempt to recon- 
cile 'em, rather chan haſtily to declare, that if, on 
the other hand, St. Jabn does not mean the 
end to be Cod in an inferior ſenſe, 1 will either 
| reje&t him, or all the reſt of my Bible: and I 
hope to ſhew, that the ſache ſagacity and can- 
dour, with which the Doctor pom been able. f 
extricate himſelf ſo eaſily out of the -pretended 
difficulties of other arguments and texts, will as 
aſily help him thro this, and that in the very 
fame way of reaſoning. - What 1 have to offer 
zgainſt his argument from this text, is, 
| 1. That tho the holy.Scriptures do declare 
there is but one God, yet they do at the Tame 


time call other beings by the ſame name of God.. 61. 


The Doctor owns, that Angels are often called 
n, Elobim. Now that is the very word 


which is tranſlated God, in all thoſe texts cited . 177. 


by him, in which 'tis ſaid, there is 10 God, or 
Elobim, befides me.z and yet there are Elabim or 
Gods, beſides him, by his own unavoidable con- 
feſon. And the ſame ſelf. exiſtent Being, who 
ſays there is no Elobim, or God, beſides him; 


does himſelf ſay, to mortal men in power, I have e 


ſaid ye are Elobim, or Gods, .but fall die as men. 8. 


80 again, Wor /hip him all ye Elobim, or Gods, Pfal. 97. 


vith many more the like. And What will che . 
Doctor do in this caſe? Will he now give up 
tc reſt of hs Bible, 0 all theſe texts? * 


— 0 
N 
* 


1 


the very foundation of his argument gone? If 
there be but one God, and yet other Gods alſo; 
is it not a very natural ſolution, to ſay there is 
emphatically but one God, in à peculiar. ſuper. 
eminent ſenſe ; and yet others, in a lower ſenſe, 
by bearing ſome faint impreſſions of that ſupreme 
Majeſty, and without compariſon to him, are 
Gods alſo? And if in this ſenſe St. Jobn ſhould . 
ſay the Word was Ged, and was with the God. | 
i. e. with the ſupreme INavloxzarwe z were this 
any more inconſiſtent with” the ſcripture-account | 
of but one God, than what I have already men- 
tion*d ? So that he cannot ſay, the Scriptures do 
not diſtinguiſh, upon, the matter, between Eis- 
. him ſupreme and ſubordinate, when expreſly the 
Deut. 10. Lord is ſaid to be a God of Gods, or à great 
17. God above all Gods. , ett Boy 
2. If our Lord Jeſus Chriſt might 7»/thy be 


| 
call'd God, even tho he were not the one lt- | 
exiſtent Being, or God ; then St. Fohn may very 


juſtly be interpreted, to mean the Word was fo 
God, as not to be the ſelf-exiſtent God : becauſe 
St. Fohn in that ſenſe would ſpeak but july ; and 
therefore to make him ſpeak ſuſtiy, tis not ne- 
ceſſary he ſhould mean the Word to be the ſu- 
preme God, when he ſays he was God. And 
that our Saviour might juſtly be call'd God, 
without being the ſupreme, the Doctor himſelf 
does grant, where he ſays, Moſes is ftyled a Col 
P. 44 10 Aaron and Pharaoh, becauſe he was inſpires, 
and they learned the will of God from bim; and 
(N. B.) conſequently, our Saviour, who received the 
Spirit without meaſure, might more juſtly have 
Veen ſtyled a God, on the account of bis having. 
been a great prophet. Now ſince Moſes was juſt- 
ly called God, (for it was by God himſelf) ſurely 
our Saviour, who might more juſtly be ſo calb d, 
without ſuppoſing a divine nature, might w— 
ED e . 


8 — — hs © wm. S— — 5 a am. 2 e 1 


Dr. en BT's. New: Theory. 
well be ſo call'd by. St. Jobn in this text. So 


ju might have been ſaid. 
night juſtly call the Word God, and yet not the 
between God, and the. God. (1.) In the empha-. 


before Ocos, when ſpoken of the ſupreme God, 


der that character, it might be requiſite to di- 
ſinguiſh) he could not well omit giving the em- 
drew it from the other. And therefare the Doc- 


vhich is counted of ſuch moment, by Pbilo in 


in Johan. Ic. telling us, that the true Almighty 


4D, the Word, ſaid here "off Chriſt, diffe- 
rences him from other Aya, or Mords. for any. 
of the rational Spirits, Angels, or human Spi- 


in Philo Tudens, who, 1 a. 4 8's Was * 


Aye, ae the title of a God; and this i in St. 
Chriſtian 


that the contradiction, fancy d in this ſenſe of 
the text, between St. John and the reſt of the 
Bible, begins, L hope, to be leſs frightful. And 
[ would not have him ſay that was impoſſible to 
be ſaid by St. Jobn, which himſelf — moſt 


ſupreme ; 1 add, that he has made à dj litinction 


tical article prefix'd to the firſt, and not to the 
other. This article indeed is not always found 


phalis of the Grd to the ſupreme, whilſt he with 


Lib. de Somniis; by Clemens Alexandrinus in lib. 
3. Strom; p. 460. Ed. Pariſ. and Origen, Tom. 2. 


God is diſtinguiſh*d by this article, from @ God 
vithout it. And Origen makes d Os to diſtin- 
guiſh the true God from Chriſt, who is Ode; as 


tits, were oft ſo call'd, as may be ſeen in Sandii 
di diſert. Wes | TS As But tis more conſiderable 


2 


* 


35 Beſides what I have "B.& that St, Joln 


nor ſeems it needful: but if St. John intended 
o make a diſtinction, (when ſpeaking of two un- 


tor had no good reaſon to make ſo light of this, 


Jobrys own time : hich ſhews, how. eaſily the 


A. has * 


Chriftiab Fewiſh churches would AT 8. 
 Foln's Words in this ſenſe; but could never 


334 


* ad mitted the Dodtor's ſenſe of a , 6. 


was God. pr the rage Was | wh Cal. Now 1 
the meaning was, as the Doctor would have it, 
that the Word was that ſame Cod, that he waz 
with, it is hard to fee the” occaſion of guarding 
it before and after, with ſo much caution : as if 
any one could run into ſuch an error, as to 
furmiſe he ſhould not be with himſelf, Or if he 
had intended fo much, it is very likely he would 
have faid, he was with himſelf, rather than with 
God; which looks more hke another than the 
ſame, in ordinary ſpeech. What the Doctor ſays 
of Tpos Toy cov being oppoſed to his manifeſta- 
tion pg du,, is true, but nothing of an an- 
ſwer: for his being in ſecret with God, no mo 
ſhews him to be hat ſame God, than his 
with men afterward, proves him to be any of 
thoſe ſame men he dwelt with. So that the diffi- 
culty and unnatural harſhneſs of his interpretation, 
remains ftill as an objection againſt it: and is 
uſt ſuch an objection, ag lay againſt the different 

. way of the Photinians reading this very text 
when they read the laſt clauſe thus, And God wos, 
and not the Word was God; leaving out the 
Word, or Logos. This is cenfur d as moſt ab- 
ſurd, to make St. John ſay, And God was, when 
before · hand he had ſaid the Word was with Go; 
ſo that there could be no doubt but he was: 
uod nemo ſanus ſeripferit, multo' minus Evangt- 
ia Ges tus, fays the judicious Dr. Mil; 


Proleg. Surely it was no more * to ſay, 


| he was with _— 


4. Tis to be conſidered, that only St. Fobn 
| and he very late, uſes the term Word, in which _ 
alone the Doctor finds the very Dezty of the ſe- 
cond perſon of the Trinity. And is it likely, | 
that ſo many years after the Goſpel of Chrift 
had been preach'd, far and near, to Jews and 
Gentiles ; and ſo many. Churches formed upon 
his principles, (be it thirty, or forty, or more 
years) that St. Zobn ſhould then it reveal ſuch 
an article? or ſhould mean any thing conſidera- 
bly more, in calling our Saviour the Word, than 
the reſt of the Apoſtles, (Who were molt, if not , 
all of 'em dead) had meant by other characters, 
viz, the Son of God, the Chriſt, the Lord Jeſus, 
Kc. in which the Doctor pretends not to find this 
article? Why ſhould the Word in St. Jobs ſigni- 
fy ſo much more than St. Paul's calling him the 


® . 
Ot 


N 


ſn 
. 


2 


glory ? And yet the Doctor plainly ſuggeſts, that 

if theſe were interpreted of his divine, nature, it 

would fairly prove that nature to be inferior to the P. 170. 
very, Cod. So that if it had been ſaid, Aud hat | 
image, &c. he God, it had meant only an infe. 

ror God : and is it any harder to interpret 52 
Mord as. with God, the ſame way? eſpecially 

| when he allows that the ſame. St. Zobn applies Rev. 9. 
the character of the Word to the man Chriſt Feſus *5* 


IF 4 


+ © 


ally, without any regard lo the divine Nature, or 
Ward; and which, if underſtood of the divine nature, 

i of the whole Cod man, would veally imply, that 
the Word is inferior to the very God z pag. 167. 
compar'd with pag. 170. Now if theſe words, 
te was clothed with a veſture dipp diu blood, an. 


8 


bis name is called the Word of Cod, muſt be 
ſpoken only of the wan Chriſt Jeſus; or at leaſt 


of ſuch a nature as is inferior to the very Gd; 
| think St. Fohn's other expreſſion, The Word 
Was Ged, may be allow'd the like interpretation! 
lince there is no reaſon to imagine the ſame in- 

| Glen 
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ſpired writer ſhould not in both places (and per. 
baſs all in which it is uſed) uſe that remarkable 
title, of the ſame perſon, in the ſame ſenſe. 
But I muſt not preſs this too hard, becauſe, 
tho the Doctor hath ſaid all that I have men- 
tion*d ; yet, to do him juſtice, he ſays quite the 
P. 216. Contrary afterwards : for he makes that name, 
be Word of God, to be a proof of his being 2 
diſtin perſon in the ſelf-exiſtent God, whoſe 
Word. he is; and this after he had numbred it 
among thoſe texts, which are ſpoken of the may 
Jeſus Chriſt, <vithout any regard lo the Ward, or 

divine nature; as indeed the whole. context ſpeaks * 
of a man with his name on his thigh. So that 
until I know which half of the contradiction he 


H 
o 
: f 5 
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willing to part with, I ler it pass. 
5. There is no more difficulty in the ſeeming 
contradiction between thoſe texts, which declare 
there is but one God; and St. Fobn's ſtyling 
the Word a God, in another and inferior ſenſe, 
than there is in many other inſtances: which 
yet the Doctor, and all other Trinitarians, (f! 
may account him ſuch) can eaſily reconcile; and 
therefore he ought not to make it ſo inſuper- 
able a difficulty in this ſingle. caſe, as he pre- 
VVV TCC 
For inſtance, tis as poſitively and expreſly 
15 43, fd by God himlelf, There is 19 Sapjair f 
11. me, as that there is no God beſides me, in the 
follow ing chapter. And both are put on the 
ſame foot together, Thou ſhalt know no God but 
me, for there is no Saviour beſides me. And jet 
the man Chriſt Jeſus is certainly ſtyled our Sa- 
viour, or Jeſus, all along in the New Teſtament; 
P. 161. which the Doctor confeſſes, betokens 1bat man 
whom the bleſſed Virgin brought forth, and imphi® 
nothing of an incarnate God in the notion of it 
_. Nay, it is a character into which he 5 


g * 
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yy God, and therefore can't belong to the inf A & 5.31, 
nite ſupreme God: Him hath God'exalted, to be 
Prince and Saviour. And he is calbd Saviour 
at the ſame time, where the great God is called 
ſo, tho in an inferior ſenſe, and as ſubordinate 
to God: The love of God our Saviour appeared Tit.z, 4:6] 
bo ſaved us by the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, | 
which be ſhed on as, thro” Feſus Chr ft our Shvlonr 5 
80 that here is God dur Saviour, and yet an- 
other inſtrumental Saviour; tho the Seriptures 
ky there is but ene (in the moſt emphatical 
ſenſe) who is Saviour. Juſt as in St. Jobn, there 
s the God (in the moſt eminent ſenſe) and 4 
bod with. bim; tho ſtill there is but one Cod in 
the higheſt ſenſe of that charakter, a accor 8 o 
the Scriptures. 5 Bale 

80 again, we "tread" there is ber one 1 hn 
Hur, G Ifrael, the Lord thy God. is ine Lord lark 12. 
which is the ſame as to fay, there was but one 09. 
Lord, as well as but one God. as the Scribe's ver. 32. 
aner ſhews. And yet we find another Lord, 15 
The Lord ſaid to my Lord, & Kigus To Kuęiv. S0 Ver. 36. 
again, if it be ſaid, there is has! one only who 
tows the hearts of men, the Doctor can eaſily 
reconcile this with the man Chriſt Jeſus's,” nay,' 
vith the Apoſtles knowing the hearts of others; 
tho not as God knows them, of himſelf, bur as 
knowing them by the Spirit s aſſiſtance.” Again, 
yr alone doth i and yet the Apoſtles Pal. 136. 

d great wonders alſo, but by God's power.. 

ane inſtances, I ſuppoſe, might be produced, 
of characters appropriate, in ſome ſenſe, to the 
lpreme God, which yet are (without any ex- 
preſs marks of diſtinction, but what the nature 
of los ſubjects plainly ſuggeſt to us) attributed to 
nferior beings. God. only is holy ; he only is wiſe, 
&, But theſe give no difficulty to a candid Rey. 5. 


mind, tho others be ſaid. to be holy and wiſe 4. 
Yo „ 3 too, 
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and then all will be eaſy: f 
| Uther text would 8 Fl amen 1 0 5 


5 Fan fx 


wor ſenſe. „And. a 2 if St 


d. have ſtyled the pri 
AE” notion; ang 1 hank, b 
ves. nh the Safe: * 80 


_ to 3 80 5 I Red, 5 
monies of one God only. ꝗ need not gide 1 


the reſt of the Scriptures, . nor gel Boo 5 Fink 


Goſpel. He needs only part with his own har 


unnatural interpretation of {he firſt Fs Ki 15 
1 don't 8 nd 


this method is no more Ga, in other of 


would and 1955 frankly; uſe : ſo that 


„ e n he. of of had e given up this text, tl 
| he 


_ as others, 
which to 8 is is Kiba eſis, or to give aty 


, P. 36s 


d any ot Jy in 1 7 by 


graceful appearance of hay ing, maintain d [the du. | 


ent orthodox dodrine. 


© To conclude this argument, T would ooh 
know of the Do n counts it im ily 


to reconcile the one 12 xiſtent God, with piv- 


ing the character of God to any who is not Th 


ſame ſclf-exiſtent God, what he 1 5 of is 0 


oft approv d Nicene Creed, which he injagines 
may be proved by Scripture; When. having firſt 


ſtyled the Father, be ON Ged 4, it calls the 22 
God of God“ Does he really think, (be toho julth 
trembles at the guilt of ll uſion, in ſub eribing af 
ufing. ſuch forms, as thwart the ſenſe of a matt 's 


oon mind) that it means the f{elt- exiſtent God, , 


the. ſelf-exiſten t God, begotten before all worlds 
of the Father! ? Does he thorowly receive and be 

lieve this? Or does it not mean a gerd, 
ſubordinate God, 4: be n God! 


. 


"Seendh, 


. PR Hi other wo: poet der'd, 
« Heb, 1. 10. Aud then Lord, in the beging 


% ld die formdotitn of ibe earth, land the 
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- he Doctor Nins Adee DOG Epiſtle e 
lures us, that this paſſa agt is meant of the Son, p. 192. 
xz. our Lord Jeſus, Thrift, and ꝛhat t 102d 
Palm, whence it is cited, is addreſſed to Febovab, 
the ſe}f-exiſtene: Gd? and thence it follows, 5 
tat bs Son is that Zehovah, the ſelf- exiſtent 
L ſhall wave what he ſays of Fehbbvab's 

9 th incommunigable name of God, (which 

think he has not proved, but rather the con- 

naty) becauſe I rely not on that anſwer. Only 1 

cannot bat obſerve that having, as he thought, 

got another and ſurer argument, by 4 

ſes Chriſt to be. Aehovab, he now, begins to 

zue up what he had atgued from St. Jobn 
lying, V hate ver lutitude may be allow'd to wy P. 193. 
God; in St. Joh; yet Tebovab is appropriate to 

the one Cad, in contracliſtinction to all other G, 
Codz. So that it ſeems the word God, i bee St. Jobn, 

may, after all, be allow 'd a latitude 3 and others 

my have that character, beſides the one ſelf. exi- 6 
let God; and conſequently the Mord being ſtyled 

60d, might - yet not be the ſelf-oxiſtent God. 
And why then Mali he ſtand ſo ſtiffly to it before? 
but perhaps he did not then ſee, he had this 
ther argument for a reſerve. But to as TR 1 
vgument, I repi y — 
1. That every eee a a: nexte to any 
» Win is no ſufficient evidence that? tis the ſame 
fern, of whom it was originally ſpoken. For 
» {MW tance, St. Maheaw; chap. 2. 15. ſays it wan 
wa. — Chriſt, what the Lard Sad aten 5 
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by the Prophet, ſaying, Ou, of Egypt havs I, 
was @'child, then ] loved him, and called my in 


is apply'd to the other? No, furely ! And there 
fore, if the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrew, 


ver. 8, 9, 10. Unto the Son be ſaith, Thy thro, 
loved righteouſneſs, and bated iniquity; therefurt 


And thou Lord, &c. (tho it is a new citation) i 


the celebratiou of his power, and eſpecially his 
unc bangeable duration; which he dwells upon, * 
| — „ 


been ſaid of the principal working by him; is thi 


application was? 


heavens are the work of thy hands: they ſhall perib, 


the God laſt mention'd was Chriſt's God, who 


d my Son. Now where will the Doctor find tet 


words, but in Hoſ. 11. 17 where, tis plain, they 
were ſpoken of the people of Iſrael: When Ir! 


out of Egypt. Were the people of 1/-ae] a 
Jeſus Chriſt therefore one and the — 
for the likeneſs of the caſe, what was faid of one 


who had ſaid, ver. 2. that God made the worll 
by, or thro', his Son, did, from this, think he 
might accommodate to the inſtrument, what had 


„ 
* 


more ſtrange or unſuitable, than the foregoing 
2. It doth not appear to me, that the Author 
of the Epiſtle aſſures us, theſe words are ſpoken 
of the Son: For obſerve how he brings them in, 


O God, is for ever and eu. — Thou bf 


God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the 
oil of gladneſs above thy fellows. And thou, Lord, 
haſt laid "the foundation of the earth, and tht 


but thou remaineſt; they ſpall be changed, but thiu 
art the ſame, thy years ſhall not fai. 
Here we ; may obſerve, that the tenth verl, 


not prefaced with, And, to the Son be ſaith, ® 
ver. 8. or with an Again; as ver. 3, 6; and ſo 
chap. 2. 13. but barely, And tbou Lord. Non 


had anointed him; and the Author thereupon 
addreſſing himſelf to this God, breaks out into 


2 


et 
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what he principally cites the text for; in order, !! 
conceive, to prove the ſtability of the Son king 8 
dom, before ſpoken of: Thy throne, O God, is 
y ever and ever 3 God thy God bas anozited thee; 
ad thou Lord, i. e. thou who haſt'promifed him 
ſoch a throne, art be; who laid the Foundation of 
the earth, and by thy hands made the heavens, 
which tho of long and permanent duration, yet - + 
will at length periſh z ut thou remaineſt, thau” 5 
art the ſame, thy years Pull not fail... So that it 
ſeems to be a declaration of God's immutability 
made here, to aſcertain the durableneſs of Chriſt's ]. 
kingdom before mention*d : and the rather ſo, 85 
becauſe this paſſage lad Sl uſed originally for 1 
the ſame purpoſe in the #024 Pſal. Bb. to infer "IF 
thence this concluſion, . ver. ult. The children of | 
thy ſervants ſhall continue, and their ſeed be ęſta- 
bliſhed before tbhee. In like manner it here proves 
the Son's throne ſhould be eſtabliſhed: for y of 
and ever, by the ſame argument, viz, by God 
Ard ap. and fo was very pertihentiy al. | 
kdg*d of God, without being apply'd to. the | 
5 to ſhew how able bis God, who had angint- . 
7 was to make good and maintain what hle 
id graves him, vz. a durable kingdom for 


Wia. 


wer it gives ſain farther ſtreng th to "this in- 
terpretation, that the creation of the world is 
never once, that J remember, aſcribed immediately 
to the Son in ſuch terms; but tis conſtantly ſaid, * 1. 3. 
that al MITE were made thro bim, ſis 5 and Ul aury ' Ep b. 5: 5 


a, And 


5 That theſe ne were thus aid 1 Bp 0 
2ppears hence, that they interpret chby hands to be the das and 
I:rit, which they could not do, if they underſtood the ſen · I 
tence to be ſpoke of Chriſt. See Irene, lib 4. e. 6. lib. 5. „ 
c 3. Tertul. advenſ. Hermog. c. 45. No one aptient writer 4 
der applied theſe words to Chriſt during the three firſt cen- 
tyries; nor does Dr. Vaterland pretend it was ever ſo applied, 
Wl the fourth or fifth, See his Sermons, p. 65, 


+ 
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Col. 1. 15. And if it is never. ſaid; e/ſerubere- in. See 
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HA relates to the Holy Gbok, the 
Doctor ſays, he hopes to bring 10 a more 
eech iſſue. * And I think he has done 
ſo indeed: for he has roundly given up Bil per. 
ſonglty, ud conſequently ended the difpure vt 


thoſe Soci#ians, who account the Holy Spirit to 


s 


Annot. on 


Zommon - 


13 £4 {407 Didi 7 ii EL HATED IDES BEE. ot ODT hg: 
be only the divine bir ue and energy ; ahd who 
will never deny the divinity of the power or at- 
tributes of the Almighty Father: and fo he has 


112 r ie,, t . 1,3 + 1459 
done the work with great expedition. Indeed 


having formerly confuted the eherne! proceſn 
which, ſays he, ſome of the antients in the fourth 
centtery, hurried on by zeal for a fundamental, jo 


Prayer, as not duly to weigh their arguments, thought 1 


P. 200. 


be a demonſtration of the divinity of the Holy Ghoſt; 
but they 400k a wrong. (tho I think the only one 


pretended) text ta make it out ly; be had fo much 
FFF 


* The reaſon why T ſay he has given up the per- 


ſpnakey ofthe Holy Sri, (tho be ll meds 


* 3 


. 


Dry. 
Ms him 4 perſen) ge thts 
che che only argument for it, or at ſeuſt t 
id argument, in che overthrow of Which all 
tie reſt muſt fink': and that is, from Chriſt's 
ptotiſe of the cotmferter, vir. the Holy Gh 
12 16.  whete"the' Spirit is ſer forth under ſo. 
erſonal notes and characters; He ſbali 
e's 0 10 hull guide, & 2 eſpecially ver. Tg. txewve 
NE Fl Hez the Spiri, &c. that it has been, I 
dh, r lx difficulty that has given the Sa- 
ni any gredt troddſe ſmoctliſyj to remove. 
They have picaded it was a Prong Mur, and che 
Hoctbr ſays it is ſo; and repreſents it as ante 


Dr. Babnwur Nam T 


which'we are 10 undergand no more than tha Cod 
nr Chriſt 'beſtows the PIf13-of the: Spirit; and likens 
it tb that emirable Proſopopera, Aro. 8. 22—31. 
$ that a power, Er 6pcrition, is ſet out under 
te elegant fickion of A Perſon, tho it be none i = EP 
Ry," eee e eee e a 
Ido do not fe but the Doctor and n ee | 
have very much'ts alledge in the cash; nor do 1 
blame him for complying with juſt evidence, 
wherever he thinks he ſees it: SanrtiAng! think; 
he can never retrieve the perſenality of the Spirit, 
by any ſtronger argument from the holy Serip. 
tures; He may, indeed, offer ſomerhing for the 


Deity of the een if no diſtins perſon from 


the Father ; yea, lie may do it with content of all 
lides. And all his arguments to prove the Pp 
Ghoft very God, ſhall be granted Him by the Un: 
terians of all ſorts} while he grants the Sociniaus 
their” arguments, to prove the Holy wares is na 
more than a metaphorical — a eee 
Not that I think the Doctor was overſeen, 67 
unawares was too caſy in this matter; no, all 
things” confider'd, 'he has been waty. and ſubtle” 


ndigh, He had one to "oppoſe, WHO is generally 5 
* 4 : loo! * 'd. . 


gory and metaphor, and a chain of metaphors by P. 204. 


P. 205. 


ſpeaks direRtly of the e 8 e r J think 


i eden of 


looked on as Arianizing i in this point, 3 for 


the real perſonality of the Spirit, from our Lord", 
— of him, as a ſubordinate meſſenger 
and miniſter; and I judge, he ſaw well enough, 
that if that deſcription Was to be literally taken, 
as of a real perſon, it would prove him one info 
rior to God and Chriſt; and there would be no 
defending his ſupreme Deity: and therefore he 
calls ĩt a very difficult paſſage. Hereupon he take, | 
ſhelter under the Socinians againſt the Arians, and 
hopes he may defend the Deity of the Holy Spirit, 
whatever becomes of his true diſtinct — 
For granting the Spirit to be a prion, there Was 
no pretence for an allegor. 
Nor do I find any argument to prove it ſuch 
or that the Spirit was not literally ſent as a meſ- 
ſenger : however it be, I can't but obſerve how 


gracefully the Doctor ſets the matter off, Leſt any 


ſhould think it a diſappointment to find the pro- 
miſe of the comforter ſo interpreted, he ſpares 
no encomium upon it; he tells us of figures, alle- 
gory, metaphors, proſopopœia; but then they are 
not ordinary ones; they are figures, but they 
are ſtrong fizures ; it is an allegory, Wo it is a 


noble allegory; it is a e be. but it is an ad. 
e one. 


And thus n he may very well pjove the 


| Deity of the Spirit; for take away his proper dr 


ſtinct perſonality, and who will deny the divinity 
of God's power, or operations, as connoting in 
them their agent? But this is ſo far from being 
a peculiar Chriſtian doctrine, that I ſuppoſe no 
Turk, Jew; nor Pagan, doubts ſuch figurative, 
metaphorical, proſopopæia- perſons, (in the Deity) 
of attributes, operations, modes, properties, or 
any ſuch Sabellian diſguiſes. And indeed when 
the Doctor is got out of his metaphors, an 


it 


A 
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it amounts to no more: of which hereafter. And 
this will anſwer, all his arguments for the Holy | 
Spirits being the very God, © 
The queſtion in diſpute is not, Whether there 
be not, in God, ſomething that is call'd Spirit; : 


or whether the Spirit, in Scripture, does not 
ſometimes imply what is God: for if God be e/- 
ſentially a Spirit, then, no doubt, this Spirit is 
God. And this is ſaid of the Father, and ſo car- 
ries no perſonal diſtinction in it: John 4. 24. 
God is a Spirit, So Pſal. 139. 7, Whither frat 
I go from thy 8.855 Nay fince (what none can © 
deny) the Doctor owns, in agreement with Dr. F. 245. 
Clarke, that the Holy Spirit in Scripture, ſome- 
times ſignifies the were power of Cad; there needs 
be no diſpute neither, whether this be not God, 
and have not all the incommunicable characters 
of the Almighty. But the queſtion is, whether, 
beſides this allow'd notion of the Holy Spirit, 
there be not, by our Saviour, mention made of John 16. 
an Holy Spirit, who is a diſtinct perſon from the 
Father (who alſo is a Spirit) in a proper ſenſez or 
at leaſt who is more properly a. BY 59 than he ©. 
mere power and energy of the Almighty is? The 
Doctor has not ſhown there is any fuch Holy Spi- 
rit at all, and the Arians ſay there is, and that he 
is inferior to God; and may well complain that 
their oppoſers, when they would prove the Holy 
Spirit to be the one God, only bring their proofs 
in relation to the former notion of the Spirit, or 
the divine. power and energy, (which. is not de- 
nied) but none that proves the Deity of any other 
Holy Spirit, viz. 4 perſon, And this is mani- 
feſt in the Doctor's /wwo texts, on which he relies, 
for evidence of the Holy Spirit's Deity. 
His argument, from Lake 1. 32, 35. is, viz. 
That ſince Feſus Chriſt is therefore the Son of the p. 200. 
moſt High God, becauſe the Holy Ghoſt begat him, 
; i : ; | Se * - 1t- 


3406 


about 9 f e Age From ho is; 


4 | A Primi 


it FOE? the Holy e 
Cb, elſe the oft 
4 Father. . But it 5 
there, is meant the 9025 8 

explait'd; he Fig: 72 5 e z 
(or even) the power of the 14 warf 
thee, Stran oh dts one, 5 s the "Holy 
Spirit, in Scripture, ſotherinjes Agnifies' the mere 
power of Go" odd pretend any other ſenſe 
here, w lere it x o res G; anti then fure 
enough the pe God will not be anutbty 
Being fro 8 Bat what is this een Sphrit, 


diſtinct pe This is the unjuſt way of, 
moſt all, Fu writers for the Bias -of ihe Hah 
Ghoſt; tho they grant it nas ifferetit atcrpt 
tions, both for Pi power of God, and alſo for 
2 perſon, y et they never diſtingulſ in = dh 
ments, dak contound both 18gefſt er; Z 
Fur, a 


Or ac] caufe the divine 7 povier, ot 5 


P. 200. 


: che'l nitarians.. 


1: 11. The Spirit ſearcheth ht deep things of 


preme characters, Maeder the 5 
ime miniſter, \( 4 (as the Doctor 1562 10 tnoſt 
9. them 8 7 5 if both 555 ofte 7 
me. But In ing their 
7 5 are ay 1 "Who, = one ka 
cir, ov ο e perſonalit viz, that in 
150 ht of the Spirit in 1 0 fente, Wierd 
ant active vis ſue, prove rhe Deity, and 5 
put both together into one: whiereas ie ſhould 
Trove the per/onal Holy Spirit to be Gol? of that 
the fame Spirit which is proved to be a ditinet 
ail is ſo; elſe they argue not ad idem, in on 
, and in the perſonality 3. y | 


nor at all agvinſt 


His other and main argument i is ks 1 Cir. 2. 


Cod: for what man knoweth- the things of nun 


five the * of m NOPE whieh is in bim: 7 ec, 
i 


rib lege of Got; brociittÞ wn but the Spirit o 


Cad. Hence the Doctor infers, that the Spirit o P. 199. 


God is as r that God, whoſe Spirit he is, as 
the Spirit of a man is that man in whom it is; wry 
that the Spirit of God is as much God himſelf, 48 

che Spirit of a man Is the _ himiſelf, and not a 
diſtinct being. Of, ONE? TM 

But, wha: by ha mewn of these expref: | 
fions, what does: this avait'towards proving the 
Deity of that Spirit, Who is a diſtinct perſon, in 
God? For it may as well be-argwd hence, that 
as-the Spirit of à mam is tlie fame perſon, and 
not diſtinct from the man, ſo the Spirit of God 
is the ſame perſon with God; and not a diſtinct 
perſon from that Ged whoſe he. * for the Spitit 
of a man (to which the Spirit of God i is liked) 
is as much the ſame perſon with the man, as it is 
the ſame being and perhaps ſomething more for | 
becauſe, in the man, . is atiother different 

being beſides his Spirit, but not another perfſon. 
So that it may be as well pretended that thiẽ Spirit 
of mat: is a different perſon from the man fim - 
ſelf, as (and in che ſame ſenſe too) that the Spirit 
of God is'a differone perſon from God. And yet 
2 I think, is all he pretends to prove che per-. 


ſonal diſtinction from, vis, becauſe it is enter P. 216, 


* irit of God y and this, it ems, as the fol is 

Spirit of nan, — 18 2 be A 
diſtinct perſon. / So that whether by | 
of God, in this text, St. Pau . 5 000 5 I | 
who is effemtially a Spirit, as the rational al 
is a Spirit; or the divine virtue, and inſpiration 
of God; neither of theſe is the perſon of the Ho 
_ which ckdinquiry is is of, or whoſe Priy 2 
And thisis evident, accorditiy to the Pockets 
(at leaſt the common) principles, that it is not. 
iſtins and third perſon in the — 

| : ea 


P. 210. 


Ver. 1, 2 


2 ee 75 


7 * os is. intended by the Holy Spirit i in this 
text ; becauſe it is ſaid, None (v%is) knows. the 
pl of God, ſave the Spirit of God: which, if 


appropriated to the third perſon, would exclude 
the Word, nay, and, the firſt perſon too, from 
this knowledge and fo in proving the Deity 
of the Holy Ghoſt, would a. that of 3 
Verd. 

Indeed 1 think ; it moſt likely, that the Apoſtle, 
by the Spirit, here, intends the divine Malus, 
or inſpiration 3, becauſe, ver. 12. he calls it 2 
wurd 70 tx Ts Oi, the Spirit which comes forth, 


or out from Cod; and is oppoſed to the Spirit of 


the world, i. e. the. genius, the diſpoſition, or 
dictates and wiſdom of the world. Sor the Doctor 
expreſly tells Us, This expreſſi ion 1d i Or, e- 
lates to the allegory of his miſſion, Jemiſying Ih the | 
gift of the Spirit, and not the being from whon 
they flow ;, as he ſays a little after % the Holy 


Ghoſt. So that there is no reaſon to ſtretch a 


ſimilitude, for illuſtration, to its utmoſt length, 
when it no way appears that the Apoſtle ir:tended 
to ſhew more than, this, viz. how the immediate 


_ inſpiration of God was the only effectual way of 


comin g.to the right knowledge 45 divine myſte- 


ties. For he does nat ſay that Becauſe the Spirit 
of 7 is one with God, in the ſame manner as 


the Spirit of a man is one with the man himſelf, 
therefore it knows the things of God but only, 
as the Spirit of a man knows the things of a man, 
ſo the Spirit of God knows the things of God, 
1. 6.45. certainly and perfectly knows them, or 

rather makes them 3 . the Apoſtle 


. uſes the word fo, 1 deſire to know, i. e. (by an 
uſual Hebraiſm) to make known, nothing among 


you, ſave Chriſt, and bim crucißy ds and the con- 

text requires, or well fits it. And then, if the 

8 can ſpare us his noble allegory, or one _ 
aly 


9 
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only of his long chain of metaphors, by a very 

afy and men «kv gab to ſpeak of the divine 
inſpiration, after the manner of a perſon, the 
Apoſtle's words (which are to prove, that God 
had revealed myſteries to them) are thus: For 
the divine inſpiration diſcovers the ſecret things of 
God; for as no man can make known the things of 


Pa 


#. 


349 


a man, i. e. what his own thoughts and purpoſes, 


except the man himſelf 


and inclinations are 


* 


diſcovers them ;, ſo none but the inſpiration of Go 


| bath made known the purpoſes and mind of God. 
Now we have received, not the ſubtle learning and 


wiſdom of this world, but the inſpiration of God, 


that we may make known to men what we have 
freely received of God; which things accordingly 


we ſpeak, Sc. So that here is nothing of diffi- 


culty, nor of the controverſy in hand, unleſs it 
be to ſhew, againſt Dr. Clarke, and others, that 
there is no real perſon meant by the Holy Spirit 


in Scripture, only the divine power and inſpira- 


4 582 o gi £4057 £5 2 2 * 1 3 ; 
tion, which 1s what molt Socintarts agree to. 
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General Obſervations. on the Doctor's New 
. e e Pp en ey 
Come in the laſt place to make ſome general 


1 Ob/ervations on the Doctor's New Theory of 


the Trinity in Unity; and to ſhew ſome of the 
great abſurdities and inconſiſtencies therein, as 
they appear to mme. 

But I would firſt take notice that he agrees in- 
tirely with Dr. Clarke, with Arians and Socinians, 


againſt the Arbanaſians and Trinitarians, in the 


Scripture-notion of the divine Father, viz. that P. 231. 


he is but one perſon in the common ſenſe ; and that 
there is no Almighty God, or Perſon, but He; 
it | 1 — 


35 


P. 245. 


P. 211. 


altogether ſo highly of the inferior Lake 


. 237. 


Trinity of Fathers, who all have that common 


P. 202. 


about ſuch a Trinity in the Scripture- Father, as 


Scripture, unleſs it be taken from the attributes 


ſurd, for theſe Reaſons: 


head amounts to no more than attributes or ope- 


he ſays, is nameleſs, the others are the Mord and 


ſome ſenſe may be in every intelligent mind; 


ao Hapmination of ..- 


and. that there is na Almighty, Ete al Perl, . 
tended by the c ere e f 5 = 
that the Son is a pre- exiſtent, 0 ah uni 
ted to a body by the Holy Ghoſt; and that the 
Holy Spirit ſometimes ſignifies the , and 
operation of God the Father. And it happens 
that the Doctor has given the fame interpretation 
of the ke BS bg Mat. 28, 19. as Dr. Clarke 
had in his Paruphraſe. 

Indeed he makes the San and 8 virit of lover 
en ec than Dr. Clarke. 980 not thinkin 


— 2 >... ev 


rational nature of Chriſt, nor ſo much maintain 


—— the proper S/onel3g: of the Holy hs as 

To make 1 for thats: he has ſtarted ano- 
ther alt in the Scripture- Hatber (the firſt per- 
ſon in the aptiſmal form and creed.) The fr}, 


Spirit ; all three in the Father of the man Chriſt 
Feſus, his only-begotten Son. So that here is a 


25 POLY 3 i n Le. lt. wn 80 CY Ow. 


name, and who all begat the Son of God, which 
he expreſly ſays of the Spirit, and does not ſay 
the Word was quieſcent in this matter. Now as 
Dr. Clarke has not affirm'd or deny'd any thing, 


not to the purpoſe of religion, and which in 


and for hath. there is no juſt pretence from 


and operations of God the Father; ſo I can't 
but judge the Doctor's new ſcheme as very ab- 


1. Firſt, His notion of Perſons in the God- | 


rations, allow d — all ſorts of Unitarians, His 
notion is laid down „pd 218. where he _ 
7 N a (of 


enerally agreed, VIZ. 
995 tho they are 


. 


* 


the Word is the iniernul feaſan or 5 er of Goa, 
= 


an attribute or power of him; becauſe the Scrip-- 


Vard's being an attribute of God; only he hac 
not enough to warrant his aſſerting it. But yet 
7 way be Je, tor any ting, ih hens to Ee 
the contrary. And for what does he then pre. 
tend to write for the holy Trinity, or againft 
Dr. Carte? Who is his adverſary ?* Who denies 
fuch a Trinity in the Almighty God, as he finds 


in himſelf ? viz. of operations, powers, Sc. 
tho all may not agree what names to give them. 
But then he can't tell how to make this con- 
ſiſtent. with the incarnation. of the mord only. 
'Tis hard to pretend an operation or faculty of 
e and dor the Tut 


the ſoul ſhould be made fleſb, and | ul 
itſelf ; and if fo, then all the powers of it are 
Incarnate together. And if the d/vin? nature was 


. „ e of PERS 740 ß] (5 W451 .67 Ni Abies 
ncarnate, then all the attributes are included in 
u, and fo all three perſons become incarnate z 


which 
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3 - Wich confounds the whole ſcheme; and for this 
reaſon, a ſcholaſtic Trinity, of modes and Attri- 


- butes, has juſtly been 
giuing indeed againſt no body. 


P. 220. 


ae 


1 Examination of 


jected with great con- 
tempt, as trifling with f maners, and v. 

The Doctor's explication of this matter 11 
a triangle, touching a point at ane angle only, ſhews 
how neceſſary 'a real  diftinfFion wa beings is to 
make our the incarnation of one of the 
only.: for unleſs he ſuppoſes the three perſons 


are as much three as the three angles of the trian- 


gle, which are diſtinct parts, and make up one 


compound, it is not to 


is purpoſe. 


he ſeems to me, at other times, to ſuppoſe that 
the three perſons are three diſtin? beings j and 


; that by one ſelf-exiſtent God he means one con- 


P. 218, 
219, 220. 


ſiſting of 'the three beings. I know very well, 


he ſpeaks of God's Simple 1 ates being z 


but then it is only by way of ſuppoſition, as 
what may be. 
ſimplicity, he lets us know by "Rring. It only 
excludes a compoſition of ſeparable parts. So that 
diſtinct beings, or three infinite minds in/eparably 


united, may conſiſt with his notion of the divine 


fimplicity and. unity ; which he farther ſhews, by 
' reſembling the union of the three perſons into one 


God to the union of the 4% beings, foul and 
body, into one man, whom he calls one and the 


fame being, which they are neceſſarily conſtitutive 


- of; and therefore are inſeparable parts, (I think) 


| Now if ſoul and body, two moſt diſtin be- 


of a man, in his ſenſe. 


ings, and of different kinds, may be one and the 
ſame being, in the Doctor's account; J ſee not 


but the Father, Word, and Spirit may be three 


| P. 218,19. 


diſtinct beings, or minds, and yet make til] but 
one being, in his ſenſe. 7 do by no means, ſays 


he, /ay the Father, Ward, and Spirit are —_—_ 


— 


ſons 


And truly | 


And what he means by God's 
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Dr. Bax NET New Theory. 361 
ſuftances, as the ſoul and body in man are, ile one 
nalerial, and the other immaterial: i. e. he is on- 
hy againſt che three divine perſons being of divers ] 
kinds, but ſays nothing againſt their being diſtin 
individual beings, of the fame kind; but con- 
dudes, F the union of diſtin? ſubſtances, May cons 
fitute one and the ſame being, man; then the Fa- 
ther, Word, and Spirit may conſtitute one and the 
ſome uncompounded being, God. He cannot well 
mean, by uncompounded, any thing, but not . 
conſiſting of diff rent ſorts of beings, as foul and 
body are; becauſe if he intends by uncompound. 
cc, not conſtiruted of three diſtinct beings at all, 
his inference would be ridiculous, viz. if the 
union of ſou] and body, which are two ſubſtances, 
can yet conſtitute 01:e a Oe being, then 
ſurely theſe three, Father, Word, and Spirit (who. 
are not two ſubſtances) may conſtitute one uncom- 
page being; ſince they then not only may. 
ut mft neceſſarily be one being; and there 
could be no need to pre that what is not o, 
may be but one. Indeed he ſays he will affirm . 2 
wthing of their joint ſubſtance. i. e. I ſuppoſe, 
whether it be conſtituted of diſtinct ſubſtances 
Joined together, or not; but then he cannot af- 
fim they conſtitute one uncompounded being, if 
it may be conſtituted of three united beings ; un- 
kls by uncompounded beings, he means one un- 
compounded of ſeveral forts of beings, in which 
ſenſe only he allows the great God to be a ſimple 
being and uncompounded. Nor would it at al! 
follow, that becauſe two different ſubſtances may 
be one compounded being, therefore three diſtin} | 
lubſtances, not different in kind, may be one An- | 
wmpounded being; unleſs it means uncompaunges.. - 
« of diftreas e on DH RES 

I am ſenſible it is fally and raſhneſs to calls fo 
keely of the /ſubSance of the great God, and the 
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conſtitution of his being; for we know not wh 
Job 38. 2. we talk about, and do but darken counſel by word 
without knowledge ; but the Doctor's reaſoning 

upon it have led me to take ſome notice thereof: 

and indeed they, who are ſo poſitive as to declare 

it for an article of faith, Thar the one God and 

his Son are conſubſtantial, (as the Doctor in his 

Preface does, calling it that great truth) ſhould, 

J think, know well what it means, when they are 

ſo very ſure of it. The like I may ſay, as to the 
meaning of the word perſons in the Godhead; 

which being not the Scripture-language, but of 

mens own introducing and deviſing, I may juſtly - 
4 demand what their meaning by it is. And they 
are juſtly to be cenſured, when they voluntarily 
introduce, or chuſe and juſtify terms of art in 

great articles, and then cannot tell what they 

mean by their own inventions, but ſometimes one 
thing, and ſometimes another; thinking to get 

P. 218. off by ſaying, Let theſe terms be uſed, till better 
be ſubſtituted in their room; as if it were better to 

tall at random, and ſo perhaps fooliſhly and 
inconſiſtently of the Almighty, than to hold our 

peace in humble and reverent ſilence. And 

therefore the Doctor's defective, inſignificant, - 

and uncertain account of his meaning by the 
term perſons, is one Juſt objection againſt his 
book; as leaving the main point in utmoſt con- 

fuſion and obſcurity, which it pretends to explain 

OO ONS CT a a 

2. Secondly, I find that inſtead of a Trinig, 
which he pretends to prove in his way, he haz 
found out but roo perſons in the very God; and 

having loſt the fr/t per ſon, his Trinity is loſt too. 
He al along. ſuppoſes. the term Father to be no 
particular name of one of the perſons in the ſacred 
Scriptures, but that it dengtes the ſelf-exiſtent 
one God, in_which his. three perſons are to be 
N 


1 * 


1 


De- W 3 IAyew un 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt; and tells us oft, that he is 


be racks* his thoug fits 10 find out à Trinity 
here; but tho he My a Word and a Spirit to ſay 
bmething of, he cannot find, a rf perſon men- 


ticular name difting ni ed in Scripture from the 
Ward and Spirit. Where then mult he find this 
other diſtinẽ perſon, . whom the Sctiptures have 
not once vouchſafed to name; as if only the firſt 
perſon was of no concern to men? Why truly he 
will gather it by 150 and how does: he 

make it out? _ 

All kis evidence is, 988 geripture the fr. 
exiſtent God is plainly diftinguiſh'd from the Word 
od Spirit, in that the Word Is called the Mord of 


mt they are Afbinguſsd from. God, whoſe 
they are. 

| Now one would ba; apt to think by this, that 
the Word and Spirit ſhould not be that ſelf- ex- 
tent God, from whom they are fo plainly diſtit- 
guſhed, as he very truly atfirms: and indeed at 
mother time the Doctor thinlcs the ſubſtance of 
the ſelf-exiſtent Being will admit only of ſome 


out three 
neceſſary. to ſay, the Werd and Spirit are diſtin- 
guiſhed, from God, becauſe the Doctor could find 
nothing to diſtinguiſh: them from, but the ſelf- 


2 2 5 from 


| 355 | 
WY 3 W he is ſenſible there is no ſuprem 
{exiſtent God, but be whom the Scriptures 
ſyle the Farther, "and the God and Father of our 


* 


never called the Father of the Word, Hereupon P 237 


won'd 3 for: he ſays, That be is never by any par- P. 217. 


Cad, and the Spirit the Spirit of Gad; and con- P. 216. 


litinRtion in itſelf, But not from itſelf, which is P. 221. 
more cautious than the other. But then to make 
perſons diſtinct from each other; it was 


exiſtent God 3, and yet they muſt be the ſame with 
what they are plainly diftinguiſh'd from: So that 
now ie Mord and Spirit are to be ieee 


2356 


ef God, without any precedent in Scriptüre for 
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from what Dr. Clarke accounts the Firſt perſon, & 
intelligent being, the very God; which, yet Dr. 


r. 235. Benner denies elſewhere. J. 


But it is a moſt weak pretence the Doctor of, 


fers for proof of ſome other third perſon's bei 


| _imply'd in the word Cod, (ſuppoſing the Wo 
and Spirit to be not diſtin& beings, but hin Gu 


- . - as he does ſuppoſe) for there is then no need x 


all of a third perſon, to juſtify the expreflions 
the Word and irie of God, by his own princi 
5 r (except that he needs to find out a third 
ſomewhere, to make out his Trinity) becauſ 
theſe two alone, vis. Word and Spirit, will ſul. 
fice to ſolve all: for if the Word be God, and 
the Spirit be God, the very God; then the en- 
preſſion /be Word of God, may mean the Mord of 
Cod the Spirit; and the Spirit of God, may mean 
the Spirit of God the Word; and the Word with 
God, may be with God the Spirit, What needs he 
then invent a third? Let two ſuffice, ſince he 
- owns he cannot find any more mention?d in Scrip 
ture; only let him not call them a Trinity of tuo; 


for that is all he can pretend to, in this way of 


ng it. hats 

- And yetit is on this mighty pillar alone. that 
the Doctor builds his proof of the Tyiniiy; and 
of all he fays in juſtification of the eternal gent. 
ration, and his calling the Word the eternal Sm 


uch an attempt. In a word, all he can fay, in 
juſtification of the church's Lirdny, Cred and Of- 
fices, in the uſe of theſe unſcriptural” terms, ac- 
- cording to his principles, relies upon this poor 
- quibble, which 1 am aſtoniſhed ſhould ſee the 
light from any man of his thought and learning. 
For to argue from the expreſſions, the Vor 
f God, and Spirit of God, (whom he takes to p 
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de lame God) that there muſt be a third perſon - "+ 7 
meant by Cad, whoſe they are; is juſt as if ge 
had argued, that becauſe we read of the ſoul of | 
4 man, and. the body of a man, therefore. there 
nuſt be a third thing in man diſtin from both, 
whoſe they are, tho it have only the common 
name of man; when indeed there is no more in 
man but thoſe two: even ſo, tho there were no 
more. in God than the Vord and Spirit, (and he 6 
ys no more is named in Scripture) it might be 
ruly-faid, the Word of God, and Spirit of God: 
ſo that this does not prove another, or dun 1 rn; 
fn, which the Doctor ſtill wants. 5 
z. Thirdly, I obſerve, that as he has loſt. the 
feb perſon, ſo even of . theſe his remaining #ws- 
ſons, he has confounded the characters, and 
has left no diſtinction between them: For in ſtrain- 
ing to make the Word in the divine nature, a Son, 
ge (! ſuppoſe, to accommodate it to the offices of the 
church, tho? he grants *tis not according to the p. 162. 
0 ſicred text) he has overdone it, and made them 
both Sang. Since the patrons of the common 
of opinions run wholly upon the characters of aber. 
ad Sorin the Trinity which they worſnip as the ſu- 5 
preme God, it was needful for him to make ſome 8 
pretence for a applying theſe characters, which b:. 
„bog to Chriſt's human, to the divine nature; and 
for that end to make out the relations of Father | 
ad Son within the one ſelf. exiſtent God, that as 
e he may be eſteem' d one of the divine Per-. 
11 and worthy of the . ſupreme adoration, 
given him under chat character, c not oma | 
r that of the Word. | 
This was indeed a had aſk! Gon he den 
the Scriptures know no Faber but the one G, 
vor Son of God, but the man Cbriſt, begotten bß 
WH God by a n r How then. 4 
ö ; &Z 10 
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E Cod, 5 do not im- 


An e 7 0 


he * aut a Father and don in the dg It 
ſz ays he, becauſe the Word Jubfibs eternally in God, 
as one and the ſame being; and becauſe God, o 
that which beſides the Word and Spirit, is in God, 


is repreſented jo, as that the Word is his; there. 


fore we juſtly think, that ſa much of God, as is mt, 


by a more par ticular name, diſtinguiſhed from Herd 
and Spirit in Scripture, and is conceived by us a; 
prior, in conſideration, to both Mord and Spirit, 


is very properly termed the eternal Father of the 


Word, and * . 1 very per tern 4 bis E ter- 


nal Sou. 
But fines both theſe pretended. 9 are 


equally apply'd by him to the Word and Syirit, 
they prove both to be Sons, or neither; and if the 


Doctor had dealt fairly, he would have ſaid, 


therefore, that prior thing in God, Sc. is very 
properly term'd, he eternal Father of the Ward 


15 and Spirit both; and both Word and Spirit are 
very properly termed his eternal Sons. I dare 


appeal to him, if he did not ſee this, which 
is ſo manifeſt ; and if he did not reſolve to ſhew 


| the matter thus partially: for, does the Word 


become God's Son, becauſe it ſubjifts eternally in 
bim; and does not he ſay the ſame of the Hoy 
Spirit expreſly? Or is it becauſe i it is called the 
Word of God? And then is not the other much 
oftner called the Spirit of God? Is not this a brave 
foundation for building the relations of Father 
and Son, and the doctrine of the eternal genera- 
tion, upon? If the Doctor had ſo well confuted, 
formerly, the notion of the eternal proceſſion, he 
has here brcught in the eternal zan of for 


Spirit, in the room of it. 


So that upon the whole, having under the fore- 
going remark ſhewn that. the expreſſions, viz. 


Py | 
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phy any third thing in God, (upon the Doctor's 

ſuppoſition, that they are that God) which takes 
away his pretended ground of Souſßbip; I think I 


may adventure to ſay, that the Doctor has firſt 


ſuppoſed a nameleſs Father, and then aſſigned 
him 7 Sons, and this (as he grants) without 


any. direct Scripture-warrant ; and yet this he 
would have believed to be the ever-bleſſed Trint- 


ty of the Chriſtian faith. Sorry IJ am that the 


ſacred and awful names of the Father, the Son, 
and Holy Spirit, in the Goſpel, ſhould be thus 
ſported with, and, I wiſh _ not ſay, wan- 
tonly miſapply*d. - And when 


to name the perſons, Father and Son, methinks 


it had been enough to ſay, that, by ſome ſort 


of &1alogy, one may adventure to ſpeak of them 
fo: but to ſay, Theſe are juſt thoughts of the 


divine nature, and that for theſe reaſons (which 
plainly are none) we may properly fo ſpeak; yea, 
and very properly too; is what I cannot well ac- 

count for. The plain truth ſeems to me to be, 

that the Doctor cotild not make the expreſs 
Scripture Trinity, of God the Father, and his 
onh-begotten Son Jeſus Chriſt, and the Holy Spi- 


nt, agree well with the common offices of the 


church; and therefore he contrived to hring all 
the ſame three names into the firſt perſon; where, 


under the name of Sen (which has ſtill the ſame 


ſound, tho another ſenſe) he can ſafely worſhip 


God the Father with that ſupreme adoration, 
which he could not give to the Son f Goa, as 


it is meant in the Scriptures : The Son of God, 


in the Goſpel, ſignifying; as he thinks, only the 
man Chriſt, he muſt find, or make another Son, 


which is God; and then he can ſay of him all, 


that others ſay and intend of the Scriplure-Son 


® he had, in this 
poor trifling manner, ſtrained for ſome pretence 


/ 


* 
# * 
* * 
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And now. dare appeal to any 1 1 
ſober· minded man, whether the Doctor found 
this airy, lame, and inconſiſtent ſcheme of 2 
Trinity in the holy Scripture, or brought his hy- 


 pothefis with him, and contrived how to force and 
ſkrew the ſacred text into a little ſeeming accom. 


modation to it. 
To conclude : As 1 am  Grmly perſuaded the 


Doctor's notion of the Trinity. Is neither ex- 
prefly affirmed, nor ſo much as intimated in 
our eſtabliſh'd liturgy ; ; ſo I cannot ſee how he 
can reconcile the paſſages therein relating to the 
Trinity, to his own. ſentiments; or how he can 


repeat his ſubſcription, & c. with an honeſt inte. 
grity, (which yet I believe he greatly values) 
any more than Doctor Clarke can; or how he 
can ule che creeds and forms of devotion, which, 
without a violent interpretation, , mult, I thick 
thwart the ſenſe of bis own mind. As for in- 


| Nance z can he, according to the Athanafian and 


Nicene creeds, believe the Son of God, who was 
ot made nor created, io be begotten before all 


worlds ; and this as a branch. of the catholic 


faith, which the Scriptures teach; when ſo oft 


* 


be decla; res, from the Scriptures, only the mas 


Chriſt to be the Son of God, who was made and 


created; and that the Werd, or divine nature, is 
never called Gadis Sen, nor was ever derived or 
begotten at all of the very God, (however he 
might be termed Ser, by Tone ſubtle ſtrain, or 


mental reſervation) but is that very Lf erin 


God? Or elſe can he believe the Holy Ghoſt. not 


to be begotten, when he has given no notion af 


he l bay, God ef God, wh 


the Son's filiation; but what belongs, equally to 
the Spirit, as being, according to his account, 
as much begotten, as the Word or Son is? Can 
WAC owns no de- 
2 ef 


— 
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him to be. 


offices and modern creeds ; ſo that ii 


* 
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Hvation of the Son? I imagine his ſenſe of * 
F will not be more tolerable, or leſs viq- 
ent, than Dr. Clarke's interpretation. ig to 


And therefore if there be {+ much | 
on both ſides, in ſubſcribing and uſing the alle 


and conſidering men are put to their ſhifts (and 


the more conſiderate, the more hardly put to it) 


how to make them conſiſt with their own ſenſe, 


and the Scripture- accounts; I heartily wiſh the 


Doctor, and all ſuch perſons, worthy of reſpect | 
for their very valuable abilities, and for their di- 
ligent conſideration of religious matters, would 


in the moſt public manner uſe their intereſt. to 


have theſe” matters fairly examined, and as ho. - 
neſtly amended, in a regular calm way, where 
there may appear juſt reaſon for it; in order to 


prevent the enſnaring or confounding mens 
minds in their holy devotions, Every man's - 
head is not ſo able to carry a collection of nice 
ſcholaſtic diſtinctions to the church, and to handle 
them ſo dextrouſly, and apply them ſo.nimbly ro 


every article of a very bard creed, as Dr. Bennet 5 
may. . 
odd 8 Mm tw confer bur that cas; 


; thing, of three perſons and one God, in the Litany, 


and creed cali'd Athanafian, what he thinks the 
people muſt mean by three perſons? Himſelf con- 


ſeſſes, That in common ſpeech, a perſon and an in- Pp: 32. 
elligent being are the ſame; and that in the G od- 


head there are not bree perſons in this ſenſe, 


And yet neither he nor others do. give us any - 
other determinate ſenſe. to fix upon. Now, as 
one would think, that words in common prager 
ſhould be uſed, as taken in common ſpeech,. be. 
cauſe . naturally» will take them in the « com- 


hriſtmas- All thoſe Collecks, which end thus, thro* Jeſus * 


A Examination of © 
mon ſenſe ; fo if there be no other determinate 


| ſenſe given them, 1 ſee not how they can avoid 


miſunderſtanding them; or how I can with her- 
ty freedom uſe ſuch words, which I expect will 
miſlead their devotions, viz. from one God to 


three: And eſpecially, if in the ſame 494, 
where 1 profeſs three perſant in God, I uſe that 


word, per/on, as apply'd to one of the three, in 
che more common ſenſe ; it will be hard (havin 
no other known ſenſe of the word) to go. bo 


- againſt the common ſenſe, and the very ſenſe of 


it in the ſame offices. And therefore the Doc- 


_ tot's inference, from his granting that the word 


perſons, is not taken in the common ſenſe, viz. 


That therefore tbere is no reaſon to wrangle about a 
phraſe, is juſt the reverſe of what ſhould 'be; 
for therefore rather there is reaſon to except a- 


« 


tier reaſon 


gainſt what is out of the way of 8 ap- 


prehenſion, unleſs there be a wei 


for it, than their edification, - 


I dare appeal to the Doctors own candour in his 


moſt ſerious motnents, if in the courſe of the 


P ayers: in the liturgy 5 the Church does not in- | 
tend, under the character of Father, heavenly Fa. 
ther, and everlaſting Father, to addreſs to ano- 


ther perſon, than either the Doctor, or, by his 


account; the "Scriptures intend by that name: 
for inſtead of the one ſelf-exiſtent'God, in whom 
he ſays. the Holy Trinity is included, viz. the 


Gad and Father of the man the Lord Jefus Chrift, 


Sc. (and who is always meant by that relative 
character Farber in Scripture, as he declares) the 
church intends plainly, in many inſtances (and 


fo in the ref} it will be preſumed to be in one 


and the ſame uniform ſenſe) to addreſs to only 
ane of the divine perſons, as the Father, viz. in 


by 


: 


/ 
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thy Son, who with: thee (i. e. thee, the object of 8. after 
our prayers) and the Haly Ghoſt, liveth and ns ilmas- - 
rejeneth ever one God. Is not thee, or the per- 6. 5. far 
| ſon prayed to, 3 diſtinguiſhed from the Epiphany. 
other two, which with him the Father confti. cer g 5 
gd the EVE of 0 TON 
And may it not be for this reaſon, that the 
church, with very great caution, has in the 
communion rubric, directed the uſual words, 
Holy Father, to be omitted at the Lord's table on 
Trinity Sunday ? perhaps leſt the people ſhould 
think they did not addreſs all the /hree perſons on 
that peculiar day; but on other days, it ſeems, | 
there was not any ſuch need of that cau- MN 
tion. I know indeed the Doctor ſays, That the P. 250% 
Father can't be worſhipped ſeparately from the | | 
Word : but I think it appears, it may be intend- . 
ed by men to expreſs their adoration of but one f 
the perſons ſingly; tho the Doctor may intend 
all three perſons, under the church's diſtinguiſh- 
ing character of one, biz. the Falbe. 
Since then the Doctor cannot well approve 
| ſuch applications to God, I hope he is by this 
time convinced of ſome difficulty in interpreting 
many paſſages in the liturgy to Bis own ſenſe, as 
well as Dr. Clarke,to his: only this may be faid 
for the latter, that he is willing to have theſe 
things examined and reformed according to the 
original ſtandard of Chriſtianity ; and owns his 
interpretation to be harſh. Let the Doctor then 
be 1 and not applaud ſuch notions, 
as he confeſſes are not in Scripture expreſly, (and 
J have ſhewn are not there implicitly, where he 
pretended it) viz. the relation of a Father, and 
an eternal Son, in the one /elf-exiſtent ſupreme God. 
Let him not palliate and encourage what he has 
declared to be befide the ſacred text, by ſaying 
a hes 1 . 
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is hy nevertheleſs, it is juſt thinking, and * and 
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very properly Healing and that he deſi fires the . 


. uſe of ſuch words in an uncommon. (and fo far a 
dangerous) ſenſe, may be continued till better be 


ſubſtituted; but jer hi him endeavour what he can 
to get ſuch ſubſtituted by them on whom lies the 
care of the church for its edification. I hope he 


will eriouſly repreſent to them, how much more 


eaſy it will be to ſave the public offices, and 
che miniſtry from diſreſpect, when none ſhall 
ſuſpect any of ſubſcribing or uſing ſuch forms of 
devotion, as thwart che true ſenſe of their un- 
biaſs d minds. 
I may conceive the more hopes of this from 
the reverend Doctor, who is not ſo bound up by 
old prejudices, nor paſt deciſions. of Hnodi, nor 
by a ſuperſtitious reverence for what the church 
rofeſſes; but that he will oppoſe a doctrine in- 
Loliftent with the holy Scriptures, if our church 
dig never ſo expreſly affirm it. Tis honeſtly and 
enerouſly ſpoken : And I muſt acknowledge he 
as not evil-entreated others, who uſe the ſame - 
hes pl but with Chriſtian candor and Bending 
eaded his own cauſe. : 
2 191 tho I cannot find the /ele topics mer- 


tionid in his Preface, which /ball convince the beſt. 
underſtandings, and ſatisfy every reader, becauſe 


I myſelf, being among the latter, am not ſatiſ- 


2 tl by his arguments ; yet ſhall I be very glad 


this, or his other zealous - ſervicey done or in- 


tended for the church, may gain him ſuch eſteem: ' 
and influence with his reverend brethren of he. 


Clergy, as may render him of great uſe to pro- 
mote the truth, and to reiß ſome, things, more 
than he has reQtif d Dr. Clark?*s nations of the 


' 'Trimity ; that ſo by approving ourſelves to God, 
ps 2 Hocere love of the truth, and by an hogek, 


manife efaticn on 


Dr. Bexut- 2177 Vito Theory. | 
——_ of that truth, commending ourſelves 


we may, all of us, come 10 the unity of the faith 


1 hope we ſhall, after all our div ity of. 


(as 
thoughts in theſe matters) and of rhe ene. of 
the Son of Cod, unto a perfet# man, unto the med- 


15 the conſciences of men, as in the fight of Goda, 


ſure of the Rature of the fulneſs of Chriſt; that i 


ſo, with joyful harmonious concord, we may 
give bleſſing, and honour, and glory, to Him 
who fitteth upon the throne, aud to 1525 Lamb "+ 

ever en ever. Amen. SR RI, Hot 
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* 18 effort from. the united Mis is. 
Four, and them of no leſs à character 
than Lex D. -MinisTE Rs, and 
heedily reco ded by a brother for ” 

W A's rom give no uncaſineſs, Tehink, * Cum- 
to their adverſaries, Agr any way e ir ming's 
cauſe wit ch 45 underſtand it. But fince the Advice, 
hope = theſe: united defenders of the yulgar no-?: 7- 
tions, or rather their 25ra/es, is, that'fome o- 

reſt unſettled minds af theif party and denomina- 

lion may wil h more ajtention hearken to their old. 

2 8 Res they are willing to try what they. 

an do upon the ſcare of friend{hip,. 5. 2. And 
xcordingly, the Gentleman in the rear has ap- 

lied hard to their allions, with the flattering gar 

tal perſuaſions of a friend, rather than to their 
judgments and con ciences with the honeſty of a 97 
lathful guide, as Fe ſhall ſte hereafter, t. 
Now, to prevent their abuſing the weakneſs of 

5 b bewild * in th 57 decei ful 172 


d by crea horrors in tt. | 
4 4 5 bee 3 to give a ſhort and gener. : 
«count of the 15 formance of each. of the For. 
And tho I ma s ſpeak of them Gogly 5 
a each has 1 85 yſua A 
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| Remarks on the 
Gnce » in confederacy, and each writes in 


the name of all with mutual approbation, I 
they ſtand bound Jointly aud everalh „L reckon 
| for the vcd e 8 
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o. Mr — rag Tur ion 


TR. Tong i is ſet firſt to 88 way with 
ſoft and ſupple words,” with profeſſions of 


great humility, teuderneſs, and charity, and re- 


verend regarc to the ſacred Scriptures :* but it is 


not without ſome inſtances, now and then, of 
ſmootli deceitful turns. He inſinuates, pag. 1. 
That it is too true 10 be denied, and too manifeſt to be 


conceaÞd by them, that ſome among themſelves who 


have been trained up to have the greateſt value for 
8 Seripture. revelation, have been wrought upon i 
call in queſtic on an article of } faith fully and fre- 


1 uently aſſerted both in the Old and New Teftament. 
t Would, ſeem by this, that thoſe whom he hass in 
view, are gone off from their value of Scripture- 
revelation, and therefore reject what is fully a- 
ſerted in the Old and New Teſtament. Now this 


was not ſo manifeſt, but that if he had concealed 


it, it had been till unheard of by me, and many 


others: but if he intends by this to reproach thoſe 


tions of the Trinity, it is an unrighteous ſlander 


men who like not bis, or s brethren's explica- 


upon them, ho expreſs a much greater valuc 
for the ſacred Scriptures, than thoſe who eſteem 
the Aſſembly's Catechiſm and Confeſſion far better 
vouchers of a, man's orthodox faith, than the 
Bible. And if thoſe whom he thus defames, re- 


ject his and his brethren's human compoſures, it 


is becauſe they are unſcript 


fore, 


Fanſwer 


ural, and afferted nei · 
ther i in tlie Ol nor New Teſtament. And there · 


h 
f 


yy > 0 


fot N Miniſters 
fore, let him be as forward 3 to fuſpett 


them, they hold faſt-to the Oracles of God, among 
whoſe firſt Princip les, that of three a wh and 


them the anẽ Gods hath no place in Apoſtle's 
bee 1 Hos 6. 1. Ne do any 

of them, that I k no queſtion the proper (for be 
does hot ſay the ſupreme). Go Abend of Jeſus Chriſt; 
which he begins with; but they readily grant, 
that the Son has his proper Godhead, and the a- 
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ther his FROE Gauben as . that will: * | 


nis faction. 5 
I blame not his Zeal, ry 4.ina ES con- 
tention for the faith. once (or of old) delivered to 


the Saints, . which is in the ſacred Writings; but 
vhat is this to the nem faith and form of later 


brethren are as zealous. as he in contending for 


the Faithful Mord taught by the” Apoſeles, and for 


convincing ſuch gain/ayers as would. impoſe. an- 


other rule and ieſt of faith and Chtiſtian com- 
murion than the ſafe and ſure word of Chriſt : 


ages, tho there were ten thouſand of them? His 


Lei that dipell fichly in us; and if we "have not a 


word of the Aſembiy's Sue, we may Yor do 


rery well. 


This ſmooth Geralemang: I am i loch to, fay, | 
Creeps in unawares, p. 5. to deny the only. Lord 


bod, by giving away his title to another: hut 5 


he gives a very perverting turn of the text, 
Jude 4. for inſtrad of denying ibe only Lord God, 
and our Lord Feſus Cbriſt, he would make but one 
perſon. of the Whole, by rendring it thus; deming 
bat only: ſovereign God: and Lord of ours, Feſus 
Cbriſt. As if Jelus Chriſt was the only /avereign 


| God; notwithſtanding his own words, Zobn 17. 3. 


giving. that character to his Father only who. 


alone is ſaid to be the God in that ſenſe w erein 
there is but ene Cod, 1 Cor. 8. 6, But as the 


word "og Lad. is never certainly once ap- 
A 22 | : plie ied 


1 


| plies Jef Chr; — n 


from true friends, it may 


concluded, that 2 Pet. 2. 1. denying the 
Lord that bought them, wan: -belong only to-God 


the Father, who ranſom'd them; anſwerable to 


Deut. 32.) i the text itſelf here plainly diſtin- 


guiſhes two perſons, the Lord Gad, and the Lord 


Chriſt why elſe is the character of Lord doubled? 
As well he might turn the words r Cor. 1. 3. (and 
other like texts) thus, viz. Grace be to ou from 
that God our Father and Lord, even Jeſus Chris. 


To be ſure this is a ſtrong and clear way of proving 


Jeſus Chriſt ro be the one only 'God! But coming 
do with ſome 
| ſtrained inter- 


old acquaintance z tho ck d. 


pretations will never determine others that are but 


indifferent before. 
1 am glad to find him, in the name of bis 


brethren,” condemning the uſe of external force in 


matters of religion, . . 1 wiſh they may eon- 


tinue in that mind long. But methinks this does 


not well agree with their pretended triumphs 


over error, p. 7. which, tho it is flily enough | 
paſſed. over there, were, we know, the conquelts 
of earthly power, and the triumphs of cruelt7 


and violence. So the beaſt made war with the 
witneſſes, and overcame and killed *em, Rev. 11. 7. 


We confider, when preſently after the Reformation 
ſome flood up to revive opinions diſhonourable to our 


Lord Feſus Cbriſt. ſay our authors, God raiſed up 


others to oppoſe them ; and after ſome ſtruggle, the 


true faith prevailed, and error fell before it. we | 


| ſurely, if they had conſider'd it well, they would 


never have encouraged themſelves by dach ex- 


amples; for with what oppoſition was it that theſe 
errors fell, and their Tall prevailed ? Was it not 


by carnal weapons, by blood, flaughter, and 


fire? So Servetus fell; and ſo Calvin prevailed 


b heh of a ea al. edict the before that 
y pP Pi een, 


K. 


* Logdon-Miaiſters. 


- execution 3 and ſo Yalent, Gentilis fell in Bern; 
and ſo.Cranmer here prevailed againſt ſome whom 
he got to be burnt for Arians in King Edward 


VIs reign: 9 5 behold, when his own turn came 


to endure the. like, he grievouſly retracted; and if 


he died a martyr, it was when his apo would 


not procure his delixeranee. Biſhop Burnet has Hiſt. of 
made a remark on Tach | per rſecuting practices of e * 


the firſt- reformers: they were generally violent 
patrons for external force in matiers of re 4 
they wrote openly in defence of it?, And 

their example ſuch an encouraging 8 
to theſe Lon Don-MinisT-ERs, and fit to 


9 in ? If the methods of ſuch. as Calvin 


Beza, and others at home, are their en- 
couragement, - we muſt fear the meaning of it 
under all theſe ſoft words 3 the voice indeed is 


Jacob's . — 


Next we are told of the ſuccefs (aferibed by 


them to God) againſt, /þoſe errors, during the con- 
fulions of the civil wars in England, by books 


and public diſputations appointed. Now Iren 


ber one ſuch diſputation was ap dinted between 
Mr. Biddle (e his Lit ) and ps Fobn Griffin a 


phe of ſome called Auabaptiſts but before the 
cond day for diſputation. + 2:68 Mr. Biddle was 


dipt up in priſon, and was afterward baniſh'd 
into the iſles of Scilly; and ſo error e on 
more. 


Edwards s, &c. whoſe n, Were 4 < AN 
VVV .. ſervice 
CY 190 quiſque modo volet, © co Ws nk” eſt dogma 
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The next boaſted period, is 1 reign of the 
glorious King Willam; when the Antitrinitarians | 
ut heart, and grew numerous ; when they met 
with 0 0 from Dr, Stillingfleet, and the two | 


| 6.6 That very one. ld wworſoip God as ; 
0 A | 


"> 


TY carts "IE 
fearvjee fo the church of C God: © "But * Wi ban 
was not willing to be made a perſecutor, thi 
diſſenters Jay hard at him, 1n their ares by 
Dr. Bates, to ſtop the preſs, anng 1697, "an 
therefore, tho one diſcouraging . 
the Antitrinitarians continued tb 28 FF e 
ſtill, for all that Dr. 1 1d and many 7 
could do by writin nd if I am not de 
ceiv*d, that learned biſhop acquitted himſelf ſo 
indifferently | in the controverſy againſt Mr. Lock, 
that he had as little fatisfaQtion himfelf, as he 
had ſucceſs with others, in meddling in | that 
matter. Ye 
Once again, The laſt encouragin g precedent, 
theſe miniſters ſet before them, is the pech and 
effeftual flop put to theſe errors in Dublin by the 
ſolid and cloſe reaſonings of their reverend brather, 
Mr. Boyſe. This is a pretty freſh inſtance, in 
which The world cannot caſily be impoſed on by 
a deceitful relation; it refers to my own caſe, 
Now, it is well known by what means a flop 
was put to the open and free ſpreading of my - 
bock and = pin in Dublin; it was done im- 
mediately by the ſolid and cloſe reaſotring of the 
Lord Chief uſtices warrant for ſeizing the Author 
no. by reſſion, and fo. ſuppreſſing the hpoks ; 

inding bim over to his trial, in order to 
ek 11225 choſe impriſonment. Here was ſome ſto 
Indeed put; bur it is hoped and believed theſe 
cloſe and ſolid reaſonings were, not at all of their 
brother Beyſe's contriving, tho of ſome other 
enters. But to inſinuate that Mr. Boy/?'s book 
did the work, is a groſs, piece of deceit in ſuch 
who know better; how that it was done long be- 
fore be wrote, and that after the Author was falt 
bound, and moſt of the boats ſuppreſs d, then 
their e fell upon him. And indeed, if his 
cloſe r rexloning- had ſuch "mighty ſucceſs,” how 


a 
af 
g 
, 
x 


> Ch-w - GG - 


arts: knew it was more tak 


ſuch precedents as; theſe that they take their en- 


coines it to WY that-viben, a og Lond 

it could put no effectual ſtop, early fag e 
theſe pretended errors here? II 3 the reaſon- 
ing was as ſolid on this ſide the water, as on the 


other; only there wanted the ſolid reaſons. of goal 


and external force, and ſo it faild of ſucceſs. I Poſe | 

taking and credible - 
to impute the effect to ſolid reaſoning, chan to the 
magiſtrate's terror; and — eg tho not very 


| honeſtly, ſeem willing n a little deceit to . | 


guiſe the matter. 120 11 
So that here is ſcarce one Sn of time re- 


| ferred to, nor inſtance of the ſuoceſs ſo much 


boaſted of, given us, but where violence and 
cruelty ſeem to have done more in the caſe than 
truth and argument: and I would aſk; theſe gen- 
tlemen, if ever. they knew Arianiſin, or even 

pery, failed of ſome ſucceſs, when they had 
ſuch ſolid arguments in their cauſe, and their 


advocates could diſpute with legions at their beck? 


And ſince they ſtick not to tell us, that it is from 


couragement and pattern, and rejoice and boaſt 
in them they ought not to wonder, as in pag. 5. 


if they hear it already ſuggeſted that they are — _ 
10 uſe carnal weapons tos, if they bad them.in their 
power: for it is not from a want of candor and 
charity, as is inſinuated, or from preſuming to 
know the heart, but becauſe men come to this 


knowledge by a fair and rational dedumian: and 
therefore if they do wrong them in their conclu- 
fon,. (which I can willingly hope to be ſo) yet I 
am ſure they ought to find very eaſy forgiveneſs, 
from thoſe: 3 have una laid down ſuch 


premiſes as will naturally err, And tho I will 
not charge them with. "this. conſequences which 


themſelves fo expreſly renounce, . yet I wiſh th 
Jad been 2 not to triumph in ſuc 
A a4 inſtances 


2 bf: dos — 1 tak 
methods they profeſiediy ack and not 
act all by eh methods e a Propound 


to take: - 
cory abi 


0 —”.. eoukeir/redbramdoboume: chani 
—_ they adviſe them, p. 12, to 
open in all places; and that when prefſed 'with 
4#htir- veal ſentiments by iboſt — ae 
= bey will not raiſe an . artificial clond of. an l 
7 deus phraſes, and ſo pet off for the Preſent; — | 
| this in Antler to Projerce Fa and entire their | 
OO fre 
„ ͤ , © A006 2 1 miſtake not, ahit advice Gf they Z 
A here dhe ſame regard as their brethren for ſin. | 
cerity) will equally touch theſe gentlemen, and : 
"the Teak of the: fubſcribing parry, to the | 
” + for I find they are as good artiſts at re- 
ſerve in their faith, and hate to be open and 
free when · preſſed to declare whether they hold 
Father, Sen, and Spirit, to be but one Infinite 
Spirit, or bre; that is, indeed, whether they 
de three infinite Gods; (as others judge of it, 
according to their Catetbiſm's definition of a God, 
tho they will not ſay: this) or one. This muſt 
be a very important point, and I wonder it ſhould 
be @ queſtion whether it be ſo or not; for to 
miſtake one infinite, eternal, unchangtable Spi- 
«Fit, &c. for three ſuch, muſt introduce the 
- greateſt confuſion and falſhood into our conceptions, 
_ affettions and devotions: nay, to worthip one 
ſupreme God the Father, and another ſubord:- 
nate Lord, or God, Heb. 1. 8. cannot make ſo 
vide a difference from them vrho ue but me 
ſupreme God and a Maliator, as to \ 
coordinate equal Gods gr infinite Spiri 
it en be hardly poſſible, by theſe — pr: 
Ciples, for than to worſhip: en th 


e conſcience, p. 11 e 
N Why 


Why nt vot eee nn 
* in all 
matter? whether they believe in three cter- 
nal minds, or but ed and if que na have not 
divided enough already, - make another 65 ſub- 


diviſion. and exclude. Sabellians:or. Tritheifts? 


'Tis hypocriſy 60; ſtrain at à gnat and fallow 
acamel 3 to eaſt out them called Arians, ahdio 
admit worſe. No, no, let em put this queſtion 
home, and came to: a ſcrutiny, if 3 
ws and uniform; or let em declare them 


ä and open, if, pleaſe. 
Inſtead ab. when prefid, 1 hear. theſe 


men are either ſullen or reſerved, and raiſe artj- 


| fiidl clonds.t0 get! off 3 and pray to he exeuſtd, 


other, in which they will not excuſe their brethren. 
Let them purge 


ay they are not clear in this, non pretend 9 
know it, then I pray let others have the benefit 


vf their doubts; alſo, in other points: yet me- 
thinks 'tis ſcarce Tredible they ſhould not be clear 
in what they do hold here; for can they. worſhip 

Father, Son, and Spirit, and not kno whether 


they intend to direct it to tre intelligent Beings 
that hear them, o 
God, may be variouſly explained by them but 


their own ideas are determined one way or other, 
if they pray with any underſtanding at all: if not, 


durely they may bear with. aint confuſſom of de- 


rotions, when they habe each ſo much of it 


fngly in himſeif; avd ſhould forbear to aſl others 


too many queſtions, till they have aſked (and 


anſwered) themſelves this great queſtion, Oo I 
addreſs o omg infinite . . Mifdam, or o 
was . alite 3 Lam ure „ 


what their faith is in this 1 


5 WT EW 
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when they are N 5 Jes em e 


tho it be in as plain and important a caſe as e 


themſelves here, Or they will be 
but ill adviſers to ſincerity in others. If they 


r but one? The Words, One 


: 461 his” own holes When he e us Knee h. 
o A un 
FTheſe Authors em; p. 13. to: hay the great 
kes of the matter in debate on this, viz. Whe⸗ 
ther the Son and Spirit be of tht ja 
be Father ? Which is to abuſe the world; by 
letting them to diſpute about what they Know be- 
thing of, and is one of the need!s/5 and dangeraus 
ee, which p. 22. they call a Snare, and 
-which does not concern their happineſs. I think 
the great and concerning queſtion is, whether 
the Son and Spirit have the very ſame dignity and 
- euthoxjty, the fame dominion and ſame. relation to 
us as the Father has, or at leaſt ac great ashis 
when compared together. Fhis we may learn 
from Scripture, and by this our eſteem and duty 
is to be guided. Our duty is not grounded on 
notions of philoſophy about God's ſubfance, 
but on God's dominion over us, his intereſt in, 
«his benefits to, and 1 us, let his fub- 
[tance be whatſoever it iu. 


Tis a ſtrange aſſertion, . 14 That the Gil. 
brad of the Holy Spirit ſhould be thought the primaty 


article of — religion, and yet that he ſhould 

never once be called God in that revelation, nor 
e his ſervants, or church, nor once bid to praiſe 
or pray to him, or to aſcribe glory and dominion 


Wen, And To leave Mr. e 


5 {a Dafige, ; 449 


a0 ear. * 
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| ankam aud pro of the Troy. N 
1 25 0.76 hx O G he Mi 
F©Þ, nifters. 

L 0. 8. "Frogs tis agreedſo in 


4 31:74 « words; 


r ſubſtance with 


that there is non: other 


«a £0 oa  « .c 1 


— London-Miiltn, 


wat, * - 


ene ll. p . — Cad. 1 7 is e hk x5 3 


„% 


nor Spirit, Pn 4 iftintt from both: Ther! e i = ; 


Spirit, one Lord, and one God and Father © 
who. is in all,” &c: « Eph. 4 Wy 1 fog And t 
fore if there be But t one 957 is Grd," and 10 61800 
but he, they conclude they have found him in ch 
Father,” and chat no other but he bike 1 
e 

ut next a is intoleva Arni 
falſe, and nee rar rep tor, p. 17. 5 fays, 125 


fert to the queſtion, Who or what this one God 


it? he fears the main queſtion butweth us will ht 
found tt to be, Whether the Divine Being 1* * more 
<thrly and fully known to theſe very wiſe men, 
. to the all-wiſe G O D himſelf 2 at leaf, "he. 
ther they are not able to' ſpeak mart Juſt than be 
has 1 . zo ao of bimſelf in the ſacred $ ripe 
ture, 
Here is a dreadful cithowarnt} of the bi igh- 


elt magnitude, 'charged on his brethren. - What! | 
can any man living be guilty of this more than 


Laciferian pride, viz, to think or to doubt that 
he may poſſibly know the Altyip 


perfection than he knows himſelf? Are there 
ſuch among his brethren ? I can't think there 
is ſuch a monſter on earth. To queſtion the 


divine an , is not ſo abſurd as to fuppoſe I am 
wiſer in WE ty urely cd ſhould be good evi-- 


dence of this wickedneſs and" folly 
charged on his bet ; the rather, becauſe tis 
10 incredible, às well as fo abi 7 OS 447 


gh. to greater 
N 


But if never any one of them propc | nded ſuch : 
a doubt, nay, meyer had" ſuch # delt in * 


* 


equire others to 


what an unrigf 
and falſe inſi 


# * 
: ; . Lt 4 
rinity, 

i | 5 : p 


their brethren as bumbly judging none can Tpeak | 
ſo wiſely of God as W rg it: if this 
bande en I muſt be aſtoriſh' d at che 
uncharitable injurious confidence of theſe verx 
mer, to charge em ſo falfly (not only without, 
but againſt plain and open evidence) with 
crime ; to keep themſelves clear whereof, "they 
are forced to endure the diſpleaſure, if not "aban- | 
don the communion of theſe ren, their 
untighteous accufers. Had they ſdid . indefi- 
nitely, this was the great queſtion between their 
brethren and others, Whether men might know 
and ſpeak more juſtly of the great God, than 
himſelf ? Sc. it had perhaps rather been thought | 
currently, that really theſe miniſters had owned 
the thing, and taken that fide of the queſtion to 
themſelves, which their unſcriptural teſts and 
impoſitions are fo fully correſpondent to, and had 
wrought in many a jealouſy of: but to turn it 
upon the haters and oppoſers. of it, is not ſo muclt 
ut, as ſomething elle, which is more * amazing. 
By cry one may ſee with what fpiric this” as 
written. 

Tis a vain en 2. 23, That the Scrip- 
ture ſays wot any wobere, That the Father alone ( 0 
cuffve of all others) is the one God; when we find . 
it ſo often, Jobn 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8. 4, 5, 6. oma 
6, but never find that the thres are the one 

They tell us, 1. We, who have mo nottou” 
of a greater or leſſer in the Godhead, do think, that | 
wherever thut belongs, it muſt equally Belang; and 
conſequently,” that' "he not any one of /be. thyer, 
bu that theſe three are the one Supreme God!. 

Meehinks they who can form no bebt ef 
(andcherefore reject) a greater and ſeſi in the G 
ro: or of different degrees of comp _ in 
the ſupreme God, ſhould Find K 


; i, . 


ore not t) 20 have any notion of 7 ” 


| — a | 
1 C. of any . at al in. . one God: 
1 think the ani may as much exclude, equality, - 
as the ſupremacy; excl de inferiority. If they have 
ſuch, a notion of equals ; in one God, I ho pe they 
will et us know it; if they have none, thar they 
will not maintain one point, of which they haye 
no notion, when they for this reaſon diſown the 
other: and whether it be à conſequence or not, 
1 think it a bold word, that 20t any one of the 
three is the one ſupreme God. It ſeems then the 
| God and Father of aur Lord. Chriſt, is not the 
one only true God, tho the Apoſtle: fays he. is 
the ane God and Father, &c. Epb. 4. 6. « G0; 
then it muſt be ſaid, Cbriſ is. not. the ſupreme 
God, and that the ſupreme God was not incar 
nate, for the Son is but ane of the three; al 
that when we worſhip the Son to the glory of 
the Father, Phil. 2. 11. tis not to the glory of 
the one ſupreme God. It uſed to be faid, that 
each has the whole. eſſence, and is perfect God; 
but with theſe men, not amy one of them is the 
one God. So that we worſhip not the one God 
by Chriſt, unleſs we worſhip Chriſt himſelf thro 
One 3 think they ſhould. ſee, how 15 
Chriſtian Religion-is abuſed by ſuch notions ; ' 
and that men of ſuch tender and dark ſchemes 
(fram'd upon conſequences, as they ſay) ſhould not 
puſh for a {crutiny, nor be rough in preſſing 
others to approve *em. Are theſe the plain Scrip- 
ture conſequences that are to be regaraed as reve- 
lation? Is this tbe one determinate ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture which all muſt agree in, or be excluded theit 
communion ? Many will be ready to ſay, 77 
their aſſembly, my ſoul, be not united, if they re- 
noupck the firlt article of their creed, I believe 
Lands * OW the Father. T2 T6. 5070 : AS ET, 214 
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articlevof the Church of Eugland, and 


of public record; for the ſecond article 


reel ha t. im the perſen of Chriſt there 2 
are joined and per fest natures, i. e. the; 


4 
ubele and perfect godhead, and whole manhood 5 
and yet Ta neither the Father nor Spirit are 
ipal to be ſo per ſonally joined, but the Sou 
only. It yr alle that the Sen, the Word of abe 


Fither, is the very and eternal Cod. I ſuppoſe this 
means the one ſupreme God, which theſe men de- 
ny any one of: tbe three to be. And the - Atha-. 
fan creed ſays, bat euch Perſon 27 Bimſelf is Cod. | 


i. e. without.including the other two. 


Nou, if fidelity io Their public. iconfaſlons mad 
em ſo forward co repeat voluntarily their ſub⸗ 


ſcription to the n article, and to urge it on 
their brethren; then why not to this ſecond wig 


dle alſo, and to the eighth? Why do they not 
pound the e Creed for a te? or do 


po all agree, that is fitter for: a clymiſt than 4 
Chriſtian ? Their fidelity to their tubſcriptions 
and confeſſions is not glorious enough to be boaſted 
of (p. 8.) if they reſt in. ſuch a lame defective 

declaration as this, viz. for one . article only, 


ſuame ſubject, which I doubt they gaini⸗ in theſe 


Cod. 
* "eTisſaid by em,; We mne not to 1 bew weſe 


three are di Pinguilhed from each other, but leave it 


to thoſe who are bold ant! to Neat. 2 10 e 
the Scriptures, ' - 

But then, 0 are they: that are: 10 bold as to 
| fag, they are diſtinguiſhed 9s*bree-Perſons, and 


Jet do not ſay whether as bree Beings? "And 
dis os on * the * name * . 


Nay, if I miſtake not, 8 banda nn; 
;Creed, which they have. ſubribed: 


when yet there are ſeveral more, relating to the 


words, Not rn 55 "_ bree 1 Rabe one * | 


* 


; — 
„ 


put upon ſom of New as hike 28 wh 
old, that Father, Son, and Arne are bur che 
one numerical 


o by 
dN nee the divine 45408 


ture of the Father, as much as that. of tho Son, 


if it de one and the fame under both names, 
For, he who ſuys the Nuuber's infinite divine na· 
3 
indeed (not by remote unſcen 
but) directx. that xhere are ue infinite divine a 
one that is, and one that is ut; ot be a 
T7000 0 
to leave room for the charitabie i pl that he be ſ 
does not ſee it. And I preſume, the ſul ö 
impoſing party of Salter r bull. l eeting — 1 
divide again as ours as before, Whenever their I 
zeal: of contending for the faith ſhall direct to y 
a new teſt to find out who att e and-mho 
for #bree infinite minds. 

And if they are ſo cautions-and;modeſt, 1 th 
=” how theſe * fr are diſtinguiſhed, tow came they 
to be ſo bold to ſay how they are united, viz. in- 
to one God? 24 they. cannot ptoduce half the Wh th 
Sexipture- evidence for -their being all three the m 
one God, as there appears to be, for their being 
three dihinss mindt or ſpirits: neicher the one 
nor the other are ſaid in expteſs terms, either 

that they three are the: one Cod, or that bey are 
three per ons. © And it ſeems themſelves tacithy 
VN BY now ol whether 2 are on 


A infinite 3 


| f * The 7 3 and Aaron, or 8 — held. one 
. and the /el/-/ame Being, were odndemt das Sebzl/ians by the 
- Homoufians, i. e. by oſe that held the Father and -Son 0 


be * 1154 '06 u eur. 00080100, 0 ux ohh, 5 
i. e. the gabeillan⸗ 2 * bone Subſtance, os pot eres 


thanaſ. a+ , expoſe . that the, 
2 unity o oy. HE of the ** WK Was 


— er ae dee herely, Es 2 


allowed. T. E 
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infinite Spirit or not, by their not venturing to de- 


care in this fundamental, hen preſs'd, whether 


| they believe them to be one or three ſuch : that 


i as others think, whether they are united as one 


God, or as tree in reality, tho they abhor the 
latter in words. And indeed if they were but 


greed in this grand point, I don't think they 


want boldneſs enough to ſay it. 
But, to tell the truth, they are no more agreed 
about the unity of the three, than about their 


dfinfion, which alſo they acknowledge; for the 


one is connected with the other: and if they can't 
y whether they are diſtinguiſh'd as three minds, 


or not, then they can't ſay neither whether they 


ae united in an union of three infinite minds, or 


in the ſingle unity of one: ſo that they cannot 


jet tell What they mean by the words one God, 


under which phraſe they worſhip different ob- 


jets, as tis differently underftood by the Sabel. 
 lans and Tritheifts. And yet this confuſion. of 
devotion, it ſeems, does not hinder theſe ſerupu- 
lous men from joining in the ſame worſhip, while 
they are ſo cautious to [exclude others, who. as 


- 


much agree with each of them, as they among 


themſelyves. 


7 


And are not theſe fit men to preſcribe to their 


brethren, and to caſt out of communion ſuch as 


differ from them in ſome notions or expreſſions, 


who know not their own mind, at leaſt will not 
be ſo ſincere, as freely and openly to tell it, in the 
greateſt article of all religion, natural and re- 


vealed, viz. the unity of God? So that it 
kems to be rather humour and miſguided paſſion - 


In the caſe, than any rational grounds they have 


to go upon. For why may there not as calily 
be conceived an union of ſubordinate beings into 
One, as of three co- ordinate into one? Therefore 
kt em be no more preſumptuous in one point 

„ 3 than 


1 


the divine Unity, or of the Trinity. 


may 3 er ſee reaſon to agree with us, that the 


ther, or any one of em ſingly, according as they 
ſhall have occaſion for it to make out their ſcheme ; 
and then they may be gentlemen of a neu ſcheme 


Father, ſometimes the Son, and ſometimes only 


Scripture ; but hey, I think, are the preſuming 


make us alter our notions of the term Father 


ſon /o called, but is oft to be underſtood of the divine 
eſſence abſolutely confidered. It ſeems then thy 
are already agreed in it, -that the Father does 


that is either no perſon at all, (as if there were 


the goſpel? The term God they have thus con- 
founded already; it muſt be, with them, ſome- 


Remarks on the © 


than in the other. Their brethren, 1 hope, ar 
modeſt, and humbly content to keep to th 


men, who affect to be wiſe above what is written, 
and to equal their lame conſequences and infer. 
ences with the ſacred text, and who preſs rigo- 
rouſly to have the one determinate ſenſe of Scr 

ture in fundamentals received by all, while they 
have no determinate ſenſe themſelves, either of 


They ſeem to threaten us with ſome future 
diſcovery that they have in deſign, which will 


in the Scripture, p. 22. Perhaps, ſay they, the 


/ 


term ¶ Father] does not every where denote the per- 


not always denote him who is called Father, 
(that is ſomething hard) but it means ſomething 


any ſuch eſſence or intelligent nature that is no 
perſon) but a mere abſtrafted metaphyſical no- 
tion, or elſe is all three perſons together; ſo that 
the Father ſhall ſignify him who is, or rather {bem 
who are Fatber, and Son, and Holy Spirit toge- 


too. 55 1 . 
What wretched work will theſe men make with 


times the divine eſſence abſtractly ' conſidered, 
ſometimes all three perſons, ſometimes only the 


the 


Pour London-Miniſters. 

the Holy Spirit, without any marks of diſtinction, 
but what their fancies ſuggeſt, Now it ſeems here, 
is not confuſton enough already, but we muſt 


have the word Father too, to paſs thro all the 


ſame varieties of ſenſe, (and indeed the terms 


Father and God ſtick fo cloſe, that they will go 


together 3) and I judge it will be as eaſy to prove 


FO * 
8 7 


the Son to ſtand for the everlaſting Father, and for 


the Spirit too; and the Spirit to be a common 


name to all the three perſons. And fo each of 
the three, at this rate, ſtanding for all the three, 


or for any of the three, will make ſo many 


changes, that it will be hard if men hereafter 


ſhould be at a loſs to defend all ſchemes and hy- 
potheſes, or to agree in any. Thus theſe gentle- 
men are conſulting the edification of the Church, 
and the reputation of the ſacred Scriptures after a 


brave manner! What will they make the Bible 


 fignify in this way, when no man ſhall know 
what God, and Father, and Chrift, ſtand for? 
This is making Chriſtianity a ſport of words, 
and will give more occaſion for Mr, Smith, than 
he had, p. 46. to ſay, What, uſe may they ſay, can 
uch a book be of, or what likelihood that it is from 
God? And all this from a vain affectation of in- 
creaſing myſteries, and deſpiſing the plain eaſy 


ſenſe of the goſpel, and the ſimplicity of the - 
antient Creed, in compariſon of the modern ſcho- 


laſtic harmony, of no value nor regard in this 
caſe. 1 8 1 85 „%%% „ 
Nay, this poſition of theirs is contrary to one 
of the creeds in their harmony, p. 64. which 
lays the name Father is proper to the Father, 
| therefore not common to the zhree. I now come 
7 A | 


This evidence is fr/t from the Old Teſtament, - 


p. 24. whence ſome things belonging there to the 
| 7 'BÞ 2 © "5 © 
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ſupreme God, as he thinks, are applied-to Chriſt 
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in the Nez. 1 8 

(1.) Becauſe God, the great God, ſays, that 
the 1/raclites tempted me, Pal. 95. 9. and the A- 
poſtle, 1 Cor. 10. 9. ſays, Let us not tempt Cbriſt, 
as they tempted; he would infer that Chriſt was 
that ſame great God above all Gods. Whereas, 
firſt, tis not faid by the Apoſtle that they tempted 
Chriſt at all; and ſome copies, inſtead of Chrif 


in the firſt part of the text, read God. Nor, 


 fſecondhy, is it certain that *tis the ſame temptation 


Fobn 12. 44, 45. and he that deſpiſed the 
deſpiſed Feſus Chriſt, Luke 10. 16. and alſo de- 


which in that alm is referred to. Nor, zhirdh, 
if it were ſo, that they tempted Chriſt as God's 
angel, acting in his perſon and name, from hea- 


ven, (while Moſes was his ſervant on earth) is 
it at all ſtrange they ſhould be ſaid to tempt 
God therein, tho another being above him. They 
might tempt both in the ſame act at once; as 
he who believed on Chriſt, believed therein on 
him that ſent him, and yet not the N 


kla, 


ppiſed him that ſent him: And yet God, Chriſt, 


— 


Exam. of (2,) He imagines that from P/alm 102. the 


Dr. Ben- Apoſtle applies to Chriſt what was faid of the 


net. 


Vol. II. 
P- 340. 


and the Diſciples, are not therefore all the ſame 
being, but ſubordinate to each other. Tis a 


ſhame theſe things fo plain, ſhould be told men fo 
oft over again, without ſome fair anſwer. —_ 


ſupreme God, Heb. 1. 10, 11. And yet that au- 


thor does not clearly appear, to apply it to Chriſt 


at all, ro them who ſhall carefully inſpe& the 
place; but that *tis rather a rapture of admira- 
tion upon the immutabilicy of Chriſt's God, who 


had anointed him a God, and promiſed him a 


permanent kingdom for ever, which an immuta- 
ble Ged was capable of performing. 


(3) . 


0 r . =. 


„„ 


S 


expoſitio, quum tantum ad Prophetæ verbæa alludat Paulus. 


Calvin in locum. i. e. The Apoſtle only alludes to the P/al- - 


Denigue non hic querenda e 2 literalis Eſalmi 
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nift's words, as be bends alſo Moſes's words to his purpoſe, 


Rom, 10. 6. 15 E. 


A 


go 


But tis ſtrange men ſhould think to prove a 
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fundamental of the Chriſtian. religion chiefly by 


dark inferences from ſome uncertain alluſions to 


words in the Old Teftament, and ſo to bring in 
the prime articles of our faith at ſome back-door, 


which one would expect ſhould directly meet us 


—r.!. ks (v 
His New-Teftament evidence of the Trinity is a 
heap of texts, which are not to the purpoſe, un- 
leſs he could make good his own interpretation 
of 'em, againſt the many ſtrong reaſons that have 
been produc'd again and again in moſt of the 
5 e which yet he attempts not, as if he 

ad never heard of them. What ſignifies it to 


wed the great God, Tit. 2. 14. the rue God, 


1 John 5. 20. the Almighty, Rev. 1. 8. of Jeſus 
Chriſt, p. 26, 27. when he may know tis not 
allowed by many of their own fide? And is it 
not a weak thing for one to imagine to convince 
gain-ſayers, by ſuch proofs as don't at all fatisfy 
many of his own party, as may be ſeen in their 
comments, &c, ? [Dr. Bennet on the Trinity, 
ch. 6, 8, &c.] This is trifling with underſtand- - 


ing men, and deceiving the weak and ignorant. 


The name, the works, the worſhip, the powers, 
aſcribed in Scripture to the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, are 
all chearfully acknowledged by thoſe who think 
him ſubordinate to the Father, without whom he 
ſays he could of himſelf do nothing, Fobn 5, 31. 
We know he wrought great miracles, and healed 
the diſeaſed with a word, becauſe God was with 
him, Acts 10. 38. And *tis not true to ſay he 
neither did nor needed to refer to another name, nor 
was enabled by a derived power, p. 29. when he 
directly ſays, My Father in me doth the works, 


John 14. 10. and that he came in his Father's 


name, John g. 43. and thereby his Father ore 


qoiineſs of bim, ver. 37. We own God by him 


created 
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created the worlds z and that God has appointed g N | 


him to judge the world as a man, ſufficientiy ena- 
bled for it by God, . the judge f all; and to re- 
ceive adoration and glory; Amen, ſo be it! Let 
every knee bow to him, to the ultimate glory of God 
the 75 Phil. 2. 11. The Win could not 
be ignorant how all theſe matters are ſatisfactorily 
accounted for by their oppoſers, in the judgment 
of very many; and therefore ſhould have argued 
this point better, or have ſaid nothing. But per- 

haps it was not proper to be told to their friends, 
that any thing, was to, . ſaid againſt theſe argu- 


ments. 


They ben Aid more chan they 3 any ap- 
pearance of proof of, in ſay ing that in ih oracles 
of God, the Son bas in all points the ſame. glory given 
to bim with the Father, p. 23, What! has he then 


tze ſame glory of doing every thing of himſelf? 
Has he the ſame. glory of knowing; the day of 
judgment, as the Father? Has he the 6 of 


the Father's worſhip, being referred to his ho- 
nour as the laſt end ? Has he the glory of creating 
all things by the Father, or of putting all things 
under him? Has he the glory of being the God 
of the Father, as the Father is the God and Father 
of the Lord Chriſt ?. Has the Son the glory of 
being worſhipped thro? a Mediator? No ſurely. . 
And yet we — t hold this Lord Jeſus, whom 

God has anointed, to be an imaginary God, nor an 
underling, as theſe miniſters in deriſion ſuggeſt, | 
p. 26. as if becauſe his Father is greater than he, 

he muſt needs therefore be a very contemptible 
thing. But this is not the only inſtance of their 
contemptuous flirts at the bleſſed Jeſus, on ſup- 


© poſition that he be inferior to the Father; as I. 


ſhall obſerve- ſhortly under what 7 fay of the 
e en 1020 Bard NT TR 
Bb4 8 But 
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Rut I muſt firſt take notice of one en 
| remark, p., 31. on thoſe words of Chriſt, Jobn 
5. 19. Verih T fay unto you, the Son can do nothing 
of himſelf, but what be ſees the Father. do; fo 
whatever things be doth, the ſame doth the Son alſo 
in like manner : Where they put down the Greet 
word 9poiue, (Which every one, that knows Greek, 
muſt ſay is likewiſe, or fimiliter) and interpret it 
to be exaZly, in the ſame manner as the Father does; 
and they add, not one as the proper author, and the 
other by commiſſion ; not one as the principal cauſe, 
and the other as a ſubordinate ; not one abſolutely, 
and of himſelf, and the other as depending on will; 
for this would make a very wide difference in the 
manner of their working; whereas we are aſſured 
they work:exattly alike, Was ever any thing more 
extravagantly weak and vain ? The word era 
is entirely their own addition, and then they ar- 
gue upon that word, and that directly againſt the 
deſign and letter of the text and context, which 
is to ſhew that the Son did nothing of himſelf, 

but as the Father. ſhewed, and authorized and con- 


r milſioned him, as may be ſeen down to ver. 31. t 
22. And ſurely there may be a likeneſs, where yet t 
there is ſome unlikeneſs; and indeed *tis ſo in 8 
near all, if not abſolutely in all imilies: Surely V 


a Son may be like his Father, and yet have many b 
differences. How ridiculous would it be, to ' 

ſtrain the word opus ſo in other places! t 

© His arguments for proving the Holy Spirit's / 
ſupreme Deity are yet weaker, if that may be, b 

. 32. He is, ſays he, not only ſpoken of as the Spirit h 

of God, but he is the Spirit of God, as the ſoul is the b 

See Vol. -/pirit of man, 1 Cor. 2. 10, 11. And what re- 
II. P. 340. ſemblance can there be, if the Spirit of God be not i 


as eſſential ta the divine Being, as the ſpirit of man r 
is to the human? Whereas *tis not ſaid there is Ml | 
any ſuch likeneſs . the two, that the Holy U 


Spirit 
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spit 18 fo the Spirit of God, as the ſoul is * 


ſpirit of a man; only that as the one knows, or 
makes known the things of a man, ſo the other the 
tlüngs of God. The ſpirit of a man is ſo cal- 


led, in order to diſtinguiſh it from his other con- 


ſtituent part, viz. the body ; and as tis that by 
which he reveals his mind, fo the Spirit of God is 
that by which he reveals his will to men: There 
is no ſrtber ſimilitude ſuggeſted in the text. And 


he is called alſo the ſpirit of Chriſt ; Is he there- 


fore eſſential to the perſon of the Son? Nay, we 
read of ſeyen, called the ſeven Spirits of God, Rev. 
5. and 5. 6. Does this phraſe import that 


tey / [even ire eſſential to the being of God ? No, 


it only denotes his dominion over them, that they 
are his miniſters, as the one Holy Spirit is his 
alſo in a higher ſenſe, and ſent by him. But tis 
ſtrange men ſhould think to prove fundamental 


points from any little fmile, or obſcure meta- 


phor, and difficult text, whoſe meaning is dark 
and uncertain to themſel ves. 

The proofs taken from the attributes and opera- 
tions of the Spirit, &c. are of no more force here 
than in the caſe of the Son's ſupreme dei 92 both 


Son and Spirit being agents under God, at his 


will, ay concerned in his glorious works, and 
partake s of his power and wiſdom, &c. So that 
'tis no wonder if much of theſe are attributed to 


the Spirit, but ſtill as to one ſent of God, and who 
ſpeaks not of his own, John 16. 13. and firſt hears 


before he tells things to come. And if this prove 


2 


him to be God, as is pretended, P. 34. it =_ 


prove the Prophets ſo too. 


But indeed theſe arguments carry leſs evidence 


in relation to the Holy Spirit, becauſe of the diffe- 
rent ideas that the word Spirit ſtands for. I think, 
by conſent of all ſides, very often, if not moſt 
838 the — and Holy Spirit, ſignifies "he 

e 
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N nn or a per ſanal Spirit, but the at. 
tributes and operative efficacious virtue of God, f 
the energy of his power, wiſdom, and holineſs, I! 
exerted in powerful operations, afflatus, and in- 20 
ſpirations; in which reſpect, it was ſometime ſaid [ 
there was yet no Holy Spirit, before Chriſt's aſcen- i! 
fion, Fobn 7. 39. and Al 19. 2. So that it is | 
not eaſy to ſay when it muſt mean the Spirit whois | 
the third perſon. The cleareſt place for this, is id 
John 16. where alſo there are the greateſt marks 4 
of his dependence on the ONT: Son; he r 
| ſhall not /peak of himſelf, &c. f 
|  . Moreover, to the Spirit the name of G 0 D. is c 
fever once given; tho he that lyed to the Holy V 
"Ghoſt, God's agent, did er therein lye to P 
God, As 5 . And he who is the Temple of the 
Hoh Gel, is thereby the Temple of God, be- 
cauſe he poſſeſſes ſuch for, and as coming from, 
| God, 1 Cor. 6. 19. The Temple of the Holy 
Ghoſt, which ye bave Jum: God; mots which is 
God. So Eph. 2. 21, 22. | 
Nor is direct worſhip or invocation, prayer 
or praiſe, or glory and dominion, once given 
him, .in precept or practice, in the New Teſta- 
ment; tho his communications are wiſhed and 
prayed for to Chriſtians, 2 Cor. 13. ult. And to 
infer that tis however agreeable — the Goſpel- 
doctrine and œconomy, is vain; ſince the A- 
poſtles knew that beſt, if ſo indeed, and were con- 
cern'd as much as any to put this worſhip in 
practice, if neceſſary: nay we never read of /erving I 
tbe Spirit, by men or angels; I may be pardoned, MW F 
T hope, in ſlighting the precarious and groundleſs p 
pretence for this in Phil. 3. 3. (againſt the current n 
Tenor of the goſpel) as allo, p. 38. from ſuch cc 
texts (for prayer to the Spirit) as Rom. 15. 13. x 
1 Theſſ. 3. 12, 13. 2 Theſſ. 3. 5. as if the word 
Lord here muſt, without any ground, mean 35 8 
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Holy Spirit ; for this Lord is not named as diſtinct 
from the Father and Jeſus Chriſt at all, but is the 


ſame Lord. Such repetitions of the ſame perſon. 


ate frequent, Gen. 1. 27. and 2 Jim. 1. 18. The 


Lord grant that be may find yy ef the Lord i in 5 


that day. 

How ” frivolous is this, to hunt i in the quite for 
forced arguments from ſuch ſlender fancies as 
theſe, in want of fair and direct proofs of ſo great 

2 point! Not to ſay that zboſe expreſſions are 
rather the Apoſtle's wiſhes, than direct prayers. 
In ſhort, if theſe meh and: their brethren will be 


content to worſhip the Spirit, no more nor other- 
wiſe thah he is repreſented as worſhipped in the 

-plain Scripture, there will be no difference be- 
tween us, nor confuſion in our devotions: But 
when they think to out-do the Apoſtles them- 


ſelves in underſtanding and devotion, in zeal and 


exactneſs, I deſire to keep pace and company ra- 


ther with the former. But this by the way. 


Add this, that the plain marks of, ſubordina- 


tion, in the Spirit's being ſent of God and Chriſt, 
Ec. are not to be evaded, (as in the caſe of the 
Son) by any humiliation, or incarnation. of the 
Holy Spirit, as a mediator in a lower nature; 
ſo that he is ſent in his divine nature, according 


to theſe perſons own opinion, nay, 1s ſent too by 


Jeſus the mediator, who is granted to be inferior 
to the Father, and yet, as ſuch, he ſends the 
Spirit: And he is Lord 95 the Spirit, 2 Cor. 3. 


18.* And if the Holy Spirit be equal to the. ge. Dr. 
Father, then I ſee not but the Father alſo, if he 74;4y on 
pleaſed; might be as much under the Sox's domi- this place. 
nion as the Spirit is, Jobn 1 6. 7. Iwill ſend the. 


comforter ; and chap. 14. 26. 2 the Father 
will ſend in my name. 


Nor does i it affect the cauſe « all, to call the 


Spirit ziwvov, Or nm ek that reading be 
allow'd) 
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allow d) Heb. g. 14. For in the next verſe we 
have alſo di eternal inberitance, yet not inheri. 
V7... COT 

But there follows, p. 36. ſuch a ſcurrilous ar- 
zument, I as T believe never dropp'd from a Chri- 

ian's pen before, for the Spirit's being an ab/o- 
lute, unaccountable, independent, and underived 


1 


agent, (that is, the very ſupreme God, and not 


a miniſter of the Father) viz. That in this caſe, 
(i. e. of his being a ſubordinate miniſter) ſince 
our Lord Feſus, [that man, that greateſt auibo- 


 riz'd miniſter that ever was] when be caſt out dt. 
_ wils, aſcribes it to this bleſſed Spirit, Matt. 12. 
28. it will follow, as they inſinuate by a ſcornful 


queſtion, that be then lay under the curſe of Cham; 
and a ſervant of . ſervants was be, Gen. . 25.1. e. 
the vileſt and baſeſt of ſervants, as the expreſ- 


ſion ſo doubled imports. For as in commenda- 


tion of things, tis to note the nobleſt and. beſt 
of the kind, as king of kings, and ſong of ſongs, 
ſo in a way of reproach of evil things, tis the 
worlt of all the ſort ; as vanity of vanities is the 
baſeſt, the meaneſt ſort of vanity. Now ſup- 
poſing the Holy Spirit to be God*s glorious, but 
ſubordinate miniſter, why muſt the acting under 
him, by our Lord, be therefore ſcornfully re- 
proached as the baſeſt vaſſalage and ſlavery un- 

der men? , e ED 


And fince theſe men own the man Jeſus Chriſt 


is God's authorized miniſter, and we are under 


his conduct, muſt we alſo think that, for this 
reaſon, all true Chriſtians are under the curſe of 


Cham, and the baſeſt of ſervants ? Is Chriſt's ſer- 


vice therefore fo vile and ignoble a ſervitude, as 


to make them all held accurſed who enter into it, 


and all becauſe he is under the Father? I appeal 


to others if this be not a juſt account of the ten- 


dency 
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dency of their words and arguments, whatever 
they might think. : Ch heres 
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judge if this had been publiſh'd by ſome of 


our looſe Sceptics, it had been recorded pertfaps 
for one of the prophane ſpeeches of the time; 
and I doubt the character of four eminent London- 
Miniſters can never hide the ſhame of it. If it 
were only that ſome of their Sretbren, they knew, 


did believe the Holy Spirit to be inferior to Gad, 


they ought not to have ſpoken ſo rudely of the 


Med Jeſus and Holy Spirit, under whole ſubor- 


dinate influence they count it not a curſe, but a 


glory and happineſs to ſerve and act, to the ho- 


nour of God. But this it is to write in heat, 


and with raſh prejudice ; elſe I can't think but 
they will be truly ſorry for it in their cooler 


temper, that they have ever publiſh'd what (in the 


judgment of thoſe whom they oppoſe) comes as 
near, for the matter of it, to blaſphemy and re- 
proach againſt the Holy Ghoſt, as moſt words that 
can eaſily be thought of, tho it may proceed but 
from haſty inadvertency and unguarded intempe- 
rate zeal. But, my brethren, theſe things ought 
nt ſo to be; we ſhould not drop words of con- 


tempt on the ſacred names of the bleſſed Jeſus and 


Holy Spirit, no, not upon our adverſaries Hy- 
pol beſis, which we judge erroneous ; becauſe no 


lide repreſents *em ſo mean as to be derided for 


underlings or flaves. : 


The concluſion is with an aſſertion, as falſe as 
tis confidently delivered, viz. that the univerſal 


Church has agreed in this, that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are the one God, the ſame in ſubſtance, 
equal in power and glory; i. e. with the Aſſembly's 


Catechiſm. : 


Underſtanding this latter part of the propoſi- 


tion, as Mr. Evans does, of the [ame numerical 5 


Cummins, | 


eſſence, it ſeems to me abſurd and inconſiſtent: 


becaul 6 P- 22. 
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| becauſe identity will deſtroy equality ; the former 
-- expreſling the eſſence to be but one, the latter to 
de more than one; for ſmile non ef idem, the like 


is not the ſame; and equality is but the higheſt 


degree of likeneſs, If the eſſence be the very 


individual ſame, then the eſſential perfections, viz, 
power, Qc. are the ſame, and not equal one to 


The eſſence of a thing 7s that which it i, 


Now, if the eſſence of the Father, which 7s the 
Father, be the very eſſence of the Son, and fo is 
the Son, then ſurely the ſame which is the Son, is 
the Father; ſo that they are made the very ſame 
individual thing, tho the names be to; and there 
ſeems no ground left to ſupport what is diftinitl 
ſaid of the one and the other in the boly Scriptures, 


but *tis downright Sabelliani ſin. If the Scriptures 
had ſaid they two were the /ame numerically in 


ſubſtance, and yet equal in power, the caſe had 


been different; but being human invention, I 


hope II may be more bold to examine it. And I 
_ verily believe they cannot produce one teſtimony 


ages, never aſſerted this; nor the council of Nice 


for ſome centunes, of any Chriſtian writer, that 
ever aſſerted the glory and dominion of the Son 
and Spirit to be equal to that of the Father ; whit- 


ever unity of ſubſtance they might ſuppoſe, as 
may be ſeen in Tertullian, they yet, I think, never 
harbour'd a thought of ſuch equality: and Mr. 
Farieu himſelf has ſhewn this to be true of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers. So that the beſt part of 
the univerſal Church, and in the beſt and primitive 


irſelf z nor was the Son's inferiority to the Father, 
that I find, ever counted by them to be any er- 


ror, or any peculiar opinion of Arius. What 


then ſignifies the following agreement of the late 
degenerate and half-reformed churches, who built 
| | | 5 7 upon 
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the foundation of Councils, and Atha- 
ufus, inſtead of the Sacred Writings in theſe 


matters? 


eHAP. nm 


On Mr. Smith's harmony of Confeſſunt. 
O back the evidence from Scripture, (which 

| they have offered, ſuch as it is) Mr. Smith © 

preſents us with the harmony of the late reformed 


churches creeds or confeſſions in this article of 


the bleſſed Trinity, p. 30. po . 
I agree with him, that the Bible is very capa- 
ble of being underſtood by honeſt and diligent 
minds, who uſe the proper means for it: but as 
he rightly obſerves, F perſons bring their pre-con- - 
ceived notions and ideas of God, (provided he 
don't mean thoſe neceſſary and natural ideas of 
God, which muſt be ſuppoſed antecedent to the 


belief of any revelation from him) and of what is 


fit, or not fit for him to ſay, and by thoſe pretend 


preciſely to meaſure and ſeitle the declarations of 
bis word ; no wonder if many times they be found 
more bold than wiſe. And therefore we think it 


was juſt thus that the modern churches have er- 
red ſo much, who appear, and almoſt indeed 
profeſs generally, to have brought with em their 
pre-conceived notions from the councils decifions, 


and the At hanaſian creed; (and I may add, that 
they brought abundance more from the ſchoolmens 
metaphyſics, as their three properties and ſub/eſ- 


tencies,, &c. ſhew) and then having ſettled the | 


ſenſe of texts thereby, they call it Scripture-evi- 


dence, and perhaps think it ſuch too, for their 
old opinions; and yet the Bible may be a very 
good book ſtill to others, let theſe men ſay what 


they pleaſe to the contrary, p. 46. 
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Since the council of Nice, or rather after the 
fourth century, it has (perhaps) been the moſt 
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commonly received opinion; but for the times 


Lat 
Paſt. vol. 
3. ch. 6. 


Before, there is no ſuch thing as proofs to be found 


out of any of thoſe they refer to, that ever the 
Son and Holy Spirit were believed by Chriſtians to 
be two divine perſons, equal in glory and power 


to the Father. Let em produce any if they can. 
Biſhop Bull has a chapter to ſhew the ſubordina- 


tion of the Son to the Father; and. the Son is fo 
conſtantly ſaid to have miniſtred to the Father at 


the creation of the world ; that many, both pro- 
teſtant and papiſt Trinitarians, have had the 


ingenuity to own this of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
as Furieu *, beſides Petavius and Huetius, &c. 
as ſhall be ſhewn in the following Appendix. 
As to the previous ob/ervations to the harmom, 
I only remark, that tho theſe churches might 


1. That not one of theſe churches, at the Re- 


take their own opinions in this point for true, yet, 


formation, appear to have deliberately weig bed, or 


ge 


maturely examined theſe points; but inſtead of 


ſearching how this matter ſtood in Scripture and. 


primitive antiquity, took it all for granted; and 
did not proceed only by the ſame common rule, 
the boly Scriptures, before em; as is pretended, 


p. 44. but had alſo before em another rule, viz. 


the four firſt convocations or councils, and the 


Athanafſian Creed. This they oft own, and almoſt 
put zheſe on a level with the Scriptures in their 
very words, and much more fo in real influence. 


Thus the firſt confeſſion ſet down, viz. the Hel- 
vetic, ſays p. 68. Whatever bath been defined out 
of the Holy Scripture, of the myſtery of bur Lord's 
mcarnation, and is contained in the Creeds of the 


four firſt and laſt councils, viz. Nice, &c, together 


with that of Athanaſius, we ſincerely believe, con- 
demning the contrary. So p. 70. the French con- 
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vet, ro“ his great mercy, and by: Th x3: 9 
_ which by other and better principles may Go 2 


a 


p. 10. Go is the ſovereign aijpoſer 0 515 own 
grate.” And, p.12. that ſuch may 56 honeſt, 


and bald faſt Heir mtegrity, tho the moral nature 
and demerit of fuch error remains bat it was. 


3 Tbo T Reiher fy 162) ar gti 
4 pon th? other (not the od). ſcheme ; nor 
grant that any are brought to the  imjoyment of the 


true God, by the Beli falſe one; as it is 
i yet I 89 50 but c who.” may A 


u 


very. rols errors concerning: the krue 


in them, be brought to the enjqyment of 
laſt. And this is What rhei grant, 


Which is an anſwer” to theſe popular fallacious 


| reaſonings of Mr. Smith: fo little conſiſtent are 


with themſelves,” when they. profeſs not to 


1 judge of the final ſtate of thoſe whom'they think 
to err in theſe matters; and yet inſinuate, at the 
fame 1 time, as if there was no falvation to be had, 
but on on one ſide. 5 2 gh 
ad now I come to conſider the e 


215 Or creeds themſelves, under 7700 Rs: 


25 P hat theſe confeſſions of the Reformed Church 
ate not ſo WN but that they * dif - 


ce about the Trinity. * 85 
2. That they all difagree with g g ppi 


| 5 tive 'creeds, and fo far are of no value vith wiſe 
and | underſtanding Chriſtians. 


1. Theſe confeſſions of the Reforaied Churches | 
are not ſo harmonious as is pretended,” hut great- 
ly difagree among themſelves in the article of the 


bleſſed Trinity. For, (I. ) The Council of Nice 
held them accurſed, p. 50. who ſay the Son is of 
another Bye gen i. . c der are But the 
Belgic Confeſſion, p. 89. (according to the com- 
2 doctrine) ſays, ti t the Son and Spirit have 
ach of them an hypoſtafis ee Fe, 'F he 


one 


Buy which explication they plaioly ſhew, Wag 


dne By mean e the Other 
e or. 12 or they; | 
Which! is no: great harmony in ſp eln 
( 2.) -The Counci of Calcedon' _ that-the Cov 
15 conſubſtantigh with t he Fat her as to bis divindty 
and conſubſtantial with: man at to big l 


ſubſtance of the Sen and Father. is not . 
one, but one in kind; as hrift's humanity was 
not ther ſame particular ſubſtance of other men, 
but a diſtinct one of the ſame ſart, p. 58; Bet 
others tell us, they bave no diſtinction a8 td Jab 
Kenctz g. 140991 !!; 2; l 9029 
(3.) Some hold the Spiritiproceeds only from tbe 
Father, p. 176. others from che-Father and Son 


both, P. 83. 94. 23411 181 * | i 2 


(A.) Some repreſent the Trinity as Aer proper. 
ries of God, p. 141. ich ars the fountains of 
other properties: thoſe (via, the former threc) 
27 they, call three. perſons; and! theſe-are 
faid to be diſtin& from the divibe attributes of 


_ gaodneſs and wiſdom,” andi therefore they call them 


three zauber properties. This is ſaic by the Greck 
church: The, by the way! I wonder how this 
comes to be onę of the ee churches: © — when 
did their reformation begin?n?̃ũů 9k 
But yet others repreſent : the rinity as 51 as 
leaf the Son and Spirit as two). of God's attributes, 
which ſeems to he their ſenſe of 1bree perſons, iz. 
power, wiſdom, and goodneſs; which. the: laſt= 
mentioned creed gainſays. So thę French .confel- 
ſion, p. 70\:-Three perſous,.. ay they, the Father, 
Son and Holy: Spirita -the: Father abe cauſe of all 
things, the Son-bts-wifdom and word; abe Hal Spi 
rit_bis. pirius and pam. Ru] the Belgie, p. Ag 
Nay, by this, the two perſons are made the pra- 
gerties and attributes of the Father's perſon ; for 


ys: i he Bohr og Sang the-#ather's- 


vir tue 


LES | 


n erprefly conde ws of navel; "fag ay 
hold the. Son amd Splr reo be propenite of one'God 
the Falben, a SubeN3us,) c. Anckethe Pali 
COINS, e more a 7 3 French 


| — . or intellect, 65 2 
— he pare Fr 2 ot Fthink none will 
pretend that the Father gains all his knowledge 
by means of the perſon of the Son, whe aud! all 
his on knowledge from the Father: 
This may ſerve for a ſpecimen eply 3 
ad und MA OS dane en ur. 
mony, among theſe that are ſet down; tho ſtill 
the Papiſts have greater harmony in one ſingle 
creed of Pope run how bad er de ber” i 
to the next head e TOAD 20 « 
2. That all theſe late and meckern 
disgeer will the lantient and primi iu ſk 50 
ſo are of no real value wich conſidering and ſe- 
rious Chriſtians,” Our queſtion is, 'What was the 
| faith delivered once to TEES pints? And: hope the 
_ 61d rraad of 'the' primitive ehurehes will/ tell us 
that, better than ſuch as have been compoſed 1 3% 
years. afterwards." And Aue it is beldewiedg d 85 
that the: Apvfiles erdnd is the confgon bf be fairk = 
of -all-Chriftians,” ani tbe. aiv Jar ful all other 
confeſſions,” and td fav Rr with Chrifra- 
nity, p. 4% 49. we" liave nothing te de wit 
modern confeſiions' and rreed-malters,” but tende. 
ſpife tham, Where they fac Sick ehe original : 
rule of fun us: the" treed was! ſtyted of ald, 
1 —55 Rau. Wixnihave perha pc ine uhbe 
my to make gehe as new eresd- and 


E may 
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of both rend Tere le — it — 
0. ara counciꝭ 3 as il Abeir teſtimany 0 
creed was notoa hundred times of moe 
I 5 Hine. the reeds. by after cou 
Ph 3 chez pretended etre fame a cd AT 


N g 
fans 3.49 their own nſe, as. the councils dict 
eo. hel nel 6 | 


Gender * at o 65lms rig M 2. 
What the pariclar e of cl ele 40 Ab- 
tn, ig 3 not ſo Much to ug, us what 
their greed: 4 
their re Bans e Ait. will be nor « 
ing than of Yexts of Scripturez of. which Wera 


f.. #I'TEX 15715 . +: + 3 * 2 4 115 N11 4's 7 + +7 I > l Na 46 4 
WO 172 vary? oO A : þ 4 8 83 2 4 bs 4, $34 T; * 
los widely daebgteef papa ertullta - aids 


hr mnt ne, gen bs 7 cos Eater, 
Bullii D 


Ed mar dem he fe Remer 5 ngu! e ather common ly by 


this character, Deus eh * on of alins' Des ; oy 
him to be grearey chan the En, in Wal ite ze only kuew the day 
of judgment. I. 2. 8 5 The. latter ſays, Lg: once; the: San 
was not ; ady. Hermog.. c. g. Full ſenpus cum Filius nan i 
There was 4 time New the S6h 5 was not; and &. ünts 8 

a partiot of the Furber's ſubſtancb, as à beam is | 
and ſays, that tho he might call ahe Sen. Gad, ſpldttiges! — 


; eee or St. Fal. 
Rory, intermingled wih 


aps t the 


E chin me in quite | 


Whether Tealgoale: ahead from ar 


PPP 


F Bi, ſpuriqus; A hamaſian author 2 n½οf = 


Which we alſo are judges ot: 


alone; yet ſpeaking of him with the Father, he would not _ 


name him /o at the ſame time with him, but would call only 


te Father, God, and the Son Lord. Cant. Prax. c. 13. Nor 


their dyn Citations from them imply the - 1 the Sow 


to the — in 1 and glory. T. 


0 


is it produced, unleſs to ſhew how. 


4 ee on FIG N 


enæus ſays, this inmevable rale of "'fajth, is 
a andthe ſame in all. INNER thro? the earth. 
Therefore, if the main ron effion; ons differ 
from this old creed, thẽ rule of fich be 
nifies it tho they were ten rimes more? See if 1. 
three pvr ſons are there 27 led the one Cod; tho 


the Father alone is ſo: In one God the Father, was 


the antient form go t he - firſt article, as that 


learned au thor Sir 32 5 Kin whom they cite, tells 


us, \Hift. of Cr. p. 55. Is the Son's equality to the 


Fatber there weine ? Or the Holy-Spirir 82 
there Sag thing of Tub}, itencies,” properties, or 


modes there Or of many more thin which the 
e nt harmony is full of ? If not, chen this con- 
ites them all. But yer if the old &reed will ſuf. 
fie; and mäkes any part" in the batminy, then 
thoſe alſo called Arians come into it; if — — 58 
* ch d 0 
dern chuches differ from the primitive 2 Which 
is to feproach them, and will hardly invite any 


confideritig Chriſtiars ee bear any part in ſuch 
Harmony; as is ſo diſkofdant with rtf fart 


4 


ver id al firſt to e MSL -10 6H 227 


We need not regard what ſtrange” inferences 
St. Auſtin, or other ſuch late writers, in the times 


of cofuſion and corriptien, drew from the 4- 
paſles creed to ſupport their: opinions ʒ but:onl 


whether they were natural and obvious, or fo 


and flrange: nor how much any may count their 
Waden "notions: LA the T Faun their gary 4 00 73 but 
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RA FR * Hilter 0 2 Ar Frttir 4 Nails il 11 
ND aw we come, in the laſt — the 
| Adviſer, Mr. Reynolds. I will not deny but 
he-tuggefts many ſerious things; fit fon all to con- 


ider; 272; To walk fo as to pleaſe God in our 


whole cout ſe: to pray earneſtly, ro read the word 
of God i and to carry an humble and: meele Uiſ- 
poſition: me mme in — : 0 this 


ithe athens and is no, more: proper in the pre- 
lent caſes man ip all arp ag. the change of 

pripciples i going off ſtom one ſchome of- 
ligion to another, or in any fort of a 
paration f 10 ive 4.44 011 enen een 


on And yet even ſueh advices, good by the aan, | 


may be deſigned, and practis d rd, A in e 

manner, ix. If a man read only in favour of t 
ſide, as one detetminꝰ d not to conſid r anyargu 
_;ments: againſ his already — opinion; and 
worldly intereſt; and ſo it is if he only ptays to 
be confirmed in hat he is pleaſed: with, be it 


as lille ofthe-ueſtions in diſpurez:ithanchblen 


Fight or wrong, inſtead of praying to he guided 
into what is the: truth. This is coming to Gd 


with an idol in his heart; and he will be nothing 
better for reading and praying, hen his will is 


decermined what" he: will in-particalar hold t, 


whatever evidence ſhall appear 
And ſo; tho humility be an excellent dn, 


; yet there is a naughty and falſe ſort of humility too, 


which ſome ſeem to aim at in theſe matters, viz, 
For a man to lay his unde 


under his Miniſter's (or others) fret, while theirs 
18 to be. ſet upon 8 lofty: throne, - — 
C4 2 


4 


Hm 


T=f S 


and reaſon 


— 


their i imperious c dietates and explications of texts, 
with expectation 2. Be blmdly received by 
- © others, tho they ſee. po e e r it. But 
this is only" Roving 4 ed : for it is 
no true Chriſtian humbleneſs of mind to call a 
i As ee Rn py er; Ma 
229.7006 154 1 | oh gar vt W £ 
No, it is Joinopetiichyelutr todin givveling a 
the foot of a wooden idol ot (ſtuck tis ſoz it i 
[finfal-debaſing-of. hinman name, to jet any mm 
ride and rule ub thus without enedumging us to 
auſe bur reaſon in diligent anch Abende 
| def buon: ät is not lowlinels;) butobaſench of 
1 mind to admm quy) man perſon clas to be- 
eve with bis fte, and not to prove all 
> ourſelves; and to accept ih n both 
dens E thing which our adviſer, itſeems; durft 
not rerommendwꝓn. 12213008, O1 . 
A truly humble mind will not indeed as:s 
ſaidy p. I;, AH 20: pri" ante ſecret ubvigv +. no | 
imgro\mll Ae dle 8 an others, who take vpon 
them to explam God by fbftmoe,!! ſubpteur 
-perſans; &c. hen they dh Ou mot: W ht They ay 
but will honour rhem Who arecontene with what 
Sn e bes eee ee above 
—— . mas 1 
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. m4 40 am.ic am i3ax 2 
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bedtauſe they rer not lis expoſitiens or conſt- 1 
quences to be juſt and tight: 9 — T 
is thus confident, is of another Spirit. a 


puls by the odious and unjuſt infinuations, 0 

5 . 137 us if thoſe they ſpeak of concluded not bing 

Io be um, bu ua they en gebe and 1 
they will not believe u,,CA o ſays of himſelf," un- 

leſa be ſbtm thin Gatu it can le: things which the7 


not 


1 
dere and. to * or ray. | And ſee . 4 


15 x 


wigs | « © 
e! — — fm n | 


ſhould read but b one daes fruten for hisandithelr 


— pe 2 5 3 devertg 
advice e dend So 


2 — NE 
controverſy /\becauſe & derbe gta — of ckelr 
being tainted — cheadks And dis this-ant honeſt 
vay of examination ?: is plain he would have 
| Fs determine without examination, and take all 
upon! truſts but if himſeif has only ſtudied and 
tearched dein chis way, it i no great | recom- 
: mendation 


1 ation * + 3 e his people in 

this important affair. Apd one would. think they 
| ould ſmell, out tſ be deceit, if they de gor yen 
. * 2 any deen. 10 4 e 1 


entiouſly 3 ink and 
hgh 0c: — ede 
de lh perſuaded in vis cum mind i and²- 

: Ae een n is own .6 6 rity.) be 

2 of e God of truth. i ; N * MI 4 aK \g +47 851 
% J;am-;afr: chere is a greit deal of this un- 


. alſo, in mot ſo much deſiring to 
7 — to have: thai paſtors oaild.tem. up in 


7 he Jong == 

; —— a wk "9 eir r8: (by eir 
on account): that they, were — 9 pn ching 
. 28 particular opinions. But whatwould 
| 1 —— of 9 as —— 
0 0 78 


4 © ae — audi in wma omg. ou 
ſo much per annum for your pains; — if you 
2 75 or doubt you canꝰ t find em there, and put 
l _ the ai to them * they are 
„ in 


bh 4 
as 


righreous partialicy-andifigotry [among the dif 
Lenting 


| — Tee innen off lie .. — is, 
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& theſe very men are deat" E x07 i che caſe of Te: 


1 ell — * 2 OP but we e 
Goſpel, in order to promote Holineſs, | peace, 
« juſtice," beavenly min | and obedience £ 
the laws of God and Chriſt yet if you can't 
« bring the New Teſtament to ſquare beni With 
©6ur Catechiſim and old nations, you are net to 
c expect” your alaty any long r Bor do we de? 
fire to hear your reaſons againſt nſt what we | 2 
"think, auc ill have, ro be truth, if we can 
uget it maintained for our motley! 1 leave ft 
to others to judge if this be ang unjuſt, the2a 
bunt, interpretation of choſe Words; Thix: Cie. 
on 1b ße errors) d har you a 5 
e; and Wletlwr ſueh metüat advice; Siren bio » See this 
ee TROY: and people; \rofeudyconty on chf de- 
b 6a ene ee esa lingere 7. . 1 
r Wing. the eruth assis in arid from 2 
Jeſus ;; nay; wherher on theſe terms Aiſſeniting 5. 2 
bers Wild not be the melt rwe, of men, i 


ebe, Eis öder ef perſuäſienm are Cone 
of em debeĩtfũl : ſome of ehen toe genf 
relating to any Yr infor: ; eridifferices, and dern 


atation”feotn "the . "cſtabliſhed? charch® for leſs | 
itrers. ” Then; how little dic it adden Their 
bearts, or move end that i# ſoddened' the brarts 
if other gond"people; to obſer ee comely band of 
union broken N P. 144. Thi bis mi bi ur. 
cafon was not then ſo 1 e ſueh feln. 
ties did not ſhake em at all. Anct do they think 
to deceive others with ſuch arguments as they 
have. caught em to: deſpiſe p I grant Dig and 
Peace are amiable ; but if men Willknot maintain 
ny but on ſinful terms, it may be bewailed, but 
cannot be helped om one ſide. I know not What 
they can lay to theſe LP: If when young, their 
unexperienced 
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: er eupect lit, g require: it 
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grieving ito ſas dear trelactues weping far: 
Noto moving Hattering,,carnal * 


1 omplying with: 9 AFR ens 
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„ aich fa adnereren a0 Lax: 
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Fier at leaſ, they Jays: they D 
per amp toriqy declared themſelves, ut ſeem rather, te 

4 in deubi only about theſs matters + and then add 

a licle after: r. Tui we have naiſuch. aver ian 
paper 0 cir Perſons that can hinder us, up: 
en their fincere- acknowledging f Ile truth, fran 
recetning them again with the moſt friendly emoraces, 

Which plainly declares that nom, at preſent, [they 


go tort * a and have ey cait Sem oils „ And 
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beat ſo much as pam] dub te, 
brethren about theſe maxterb: i ba 
difficulty; ndhaven Kekse — 
the point, this muſt iſſoloe d Ian be 
ſhip, ; and cho communiodr eff: and Urs © 
no comin heir nA,. emen © i 
üb upon mig hearty! ackhowledginen td, 40 

ire reccaVed again; And idthirunUcooragetnen 
whein p:ople 26 adviſe With egg drt aß 


1 


their miniſters, i they eU 696 hace. A 
daäbte im thebtiaſe? \ when for But Mabie 
muſt be eaſti fp l rey ie wilt jus 


applying tarher t others Me A Corey nis 
ſchiſmatical dividing: ſpirit ef NHÃ pro: 
lO * they e ez of a” the moderation and on 


temper 7 l 25 1 8 2 15 
ace lr ce bent, dn des dt RE Be 
ceived, if in acting thus againſt 'righreouſneſs, - 


peace, "and5 Joy" in the Holy Ghoſt, they will be c- 


ceptable to God, or approved of men : and I cant 
think their devitiha in concluding with an un- 
eure form, of 2 , will atone for what 


. 710% Tow >: 


And as 1 H veupwelleth e ey wit 
kdge from the Bom, Cle, p. 128. that 
no demonſtration can be ſtronger than this, Gn” : 
bath ſaid ſo, and therefore it muſt be true: 1 
hope, they alſo will like and conſider another 
_ which Pl offer from him, viz. * By the 
Fs ga of Proteſtants, I do not underſtand 

doctrine of Luther or Calvin — nor the 
ö confeſſion of he e "hy WH 15 the 3 
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Rom. 5. 


+ 


PX 


1 e _ ng * Nan th 


552 a greater harmony, as. the 
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not ee to N by 
Keats nor church of Geneva, when: 625 — 
„ was reprinted there, An 1654 
eam fromm a very lats author 7, Fre 
now not the reaſons 2 that refuſal; and 
hope it ſhall never, even among the diſſenters 
here, be able to ſupplant e Bible, or be eſteemed 
a better antidote agaiaſt here and error, than 
the unerring oracles of God ; father, let Cod (and 
his Word) be true; and every nan (with bis on- 
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An . PE N D IX concerning N 
Equality of che Three! Perſons ; e 
win Mr.-juriew's Zoftimony jo , 
Primiti ve Doltrine in this this Bain, by 


N HW YI le n $95 2 
7 AY. \\ met TI * 55 Piel 2 x: 5 da 2 
1 AVING. delineate: the aſſertion of 
II thele;gentlemen, p. 39. via! That he un. 
verſal Church _ agreed in this, that the Father, 
Son, and Holy 8 Arit, are the One God, —— 22 
equal in power and glory, Lſhall patſuc this): main 81 14 
paint a little fivcber. and ſhew from Mr. Jurien's. hog : 2 
own confeſſion, and upon his; fulſ examination 2 
of this matter, that there appears nb. any figos, 
among the primitive Chriſtian Writers, of ſuch. - 
1 doctrine being taught in the Chriſtain Church, 7 
«tharof\ e e ual in power: and glo- ng 
ry to the e for the ert three or Net hun- : 
dred years. IE 
If 1 theuldh; pads dba een ec any of 
the Romiſb communion, ſuch as Petavius and. 
Huetius, &c. ſome would ſuſpect em as treacherous. 
in the cauſe: if 1 produce Sandius, or Of kf 
accounted Arians,. it will be ſaid they are 
tial in favour of their own opinions. But Mr. 
Jurieu, as he was a man of great learning oe 
abilities, ſo he is well known to have been. a; 
man of great oribodoꝶy, according to the cm. 
mon ſtandard, a true Calviniſt, and a very ve- 
hement and ſcvero writer againſt the Socinians: and, 
Arians ; and therefore I PI they will reve- 
| renee 


P. a 


_ nite number of "Doors, more light: mag given; 5 | 


a. 


P, 85 7 1 n 1 "FX 
way | a @.» > fr A 
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conte, n e fy PQ th 
- _ teſfants under perſecution, about fo * ; 
„ Vol. 3. ag 11 wi _ _ 8 A — pat An "OF 


: in French, 
work Lett. + In . fcb leit 


on a "book 15 12 mikey LS 
priming" do Jody ne ine p. 8 cati 
Sc. and 9 — y with error, 9 ot this prin- 
ciple, which he laid down, viz. That the truth, 


very; ſd that: all: variation? from: that is 
ſwervi > Obie: 


That if Mr. Boſſuet- e chat i ui was 4 
firſt bet under ivo, and \meſt "huppily-\ruplained;: 
'tis fo far from deing ao true poſniun, that be 
dirett cuntrary to it is true: that divine: truths 
were not revealed but by degrees, nor revelation 
ifelf fully undorſtood and'exptain'd tilÞafter many 
ages, ben, by means of "the united aid vfian inſi. 


and that it was occcgſion d by hereſies and here-: 


ties, that the knowledye'of Chriſtian truths came 


' moſt"efſential . ebe Cbtiſtian religion not 
only ſuffered ſome variations in the cuban forms 


P. 125. 


but alſo that the cbungt of aup 
nigbt give nen 2 idem & things: And 
addy Phar he c. runpled in ibint, Surely Mr: 
Boſſuet never laub d into ibe criam of ubs Fat bers 


to the Perfection. in which they\bave-heett for 1200 


or 1 300 years: paſt” And healledges, That be 


ef expreſſon, until tbe fourth and fif thy ceuturies, 
reffion was ſuch 41 


4 we ke ce 1 not this. 


rd) Sloqqut I 0rd: bas : heb. 


as rt. © rig 


G, is complete and pet fel in its fr, p 


right rule. Wr. Furien con- 
demns this principle as taken at, large, and ſays, 


| ds to —_————— an.emis 
inſtance, 2/2, That of, the -adargdle. Ininity. 
of per ſons. be Jame e which, he thigks.is 
antained lgely in the Mu Teſtament, [and was. 
iſcerned-by:the firſt Conan Foote, god Which 
he judges 9 be, 0, article of ee eee 
and eſſential,4a, Chriſtianity ;..but. yet, ſays he, Er, 
very one knows, that this myſtery, remain d without 2 
its rig ht form. or. * ſhape, until the Council of Nice »®Informs 
nay, until "that of Conſtantinople. 16e. N 
this he repreſents. in wäa great points, Di. the 
temporal. (tho antemundane) generation of the. der 
cond perſon of the Trinity, and his inequality to 
a Father; Both 3 he not only 3 
7 citations fully proves, tohave ban unar, 
9 profeſſed by all Ib antients of Ibe three 
firſt. ages; * held indeed (ſome of. "em. 
dþind perſons of one ſubſtance, bu 1 ) 
begotten. and. proceeding . in lime; and alſo =. 75 
ing an inequality between. the. Father . the Jon. 
And yet, Langs none of en laid the 
feos was an underl "85 IP ſervants, ne aafelt of 
n den 1, t. 
ay 5 ſhews the farmer: of heſe, from enago- 
Tas, Tatian, Theophilus, a and. Te ertuban, who. be: 
ed the Son to have been eternally hid within, 
the Father virtually and ſeminally,. but that he was, 
generated of the Tithe. and became 4 dykint 
| perſon. from him but alittle while before the; re- 
alion. So that by their account, Mr. urieu ob- P. 128.— 


. 
— . 
9 — 


ſerves, the Trinity of perſons commenced but a MW: „ 


lle before the world began. 
However, Mr. Furizu 3 himſelf — 5 | 
this, That tis not a . fundamen{al, difference, be- 
cauſe tis neither Socinianiſm nor Arianiſm, (noꝶ is 
that ſo which I plead for) and he lays much of 
the blame of it upon that i tranſlated text, Prov. 
8. 22. Thou haſt created me the en F thy 
Vol. II. G92 d uus! 5. 
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was; for ſo the Greek anden ain 
it. But whether right or not, it matters not bw 


fince it appears the ancients unanimouſly embraced 
chat reading, and ſenſe of the teſt; as no wi 
inconſiſtent with the analogy of their faith con- 
cerning Chriſt, the Nord; whom tho they did not 
uſe often to call a creature by the common word 
xTi}ea, yet they never ſcrupled to ſay be was cre- 
' ated; and the pegiming of God's way! or "bf the 
eredtion of Gad. 

Tertullian arguing againſt Het 
held the eternity of matter) ſpeaks very broad: 
Zet Hermogenes, fays he, actnomledge, that the 
wiſdom of God (which he alſo calls the Ford, and 
_ ' only-begotten Som of God) is therefore aid to be 
created, that we might not think any thing to be un. 

ed but Go alone; 3 for if what was within the 

"2008" 4 of himſelf, viz. bis wil 
dom, 7085 not without | 2 bi rr res more re ha 


deß of 
1 and "ain 
equality in che "phlloopical mature of their 
ſubftance. © 

This Jatter point, viz. the drdyicg of the Son's 
equality to the Father, he repreſents from the 
ſame Athenagoras and Tertullian; and that not as 


TE own 48 er but as ons com- 
mon 


. Henne enes, \ idcireo Sophia Dei natam 
& Mis LE; ne 22 innatum & inconditum præter 
ſolum Deum crederemus. Si enim intra Dominum quod ex 
ipſo, & in ipſo fuit, ſine initio non fuit; 5 Sophia, ſcilicet Ty 3 

multo magis non capit fine initio quicquam 


quod extra Dominum — c. Terrul. cont. Oy 


55 185 &C, 


ba who 


— Jevenedl:66 NOR bote 


in the Zaft and Weſt; alſo from Juſtin Murr, 
who oſt calls the Son the Fauber t ſervant, and 


lays, he was ſabjact to bis will, before tht incarna- 
un; and from frenexs, aud Clemens Alexandrinuss - 


and ſays, that After all, Origen, whom they after. 
wards crnſured ſo very rigorouſly, has not oben 
ries From. on this Jubji8, than the - other: 
writers 


fe idras; and. moſt different: from ours in theſa 
3 "which gs thinks to be beſt and 000 


. iii 


that he devoutly admires the wiſdom o 
providenee in this method, viz. That at che 


very time, when Antichriftianiſm was ready to 
( enter into the church, and to male ſuch ha- 


© vock and deſolation in religion, as hath Hern, 
and is yer ſeen, there was fo great care taken 


' of theſe fundamental articles; and that in or- 


der to preſerve the foundations of Chriſtianity 


tom being deſtroyed by Amichrif, they were = 


put under the protection of ſuch an authority, 
' (viz. that of genera] councils) as Antichrifti<: 
' aniſm itſelf could not but, in ſome meaſure, 
teverence. And, ſays be, the ſame providence: 
' fo ordet*d it, that Theſe fundamentals, which 
had been hitherto but very imperfectiy explain'd, 
' were then explained with the utmoſt. eras. 
3 1 17. 
poſſibly ſome others will think, chat Ami- 
— was even then already come, and that _ 
began his predicted kingdom of apoftacy's that 


RN Was che foundation lad 
D 9 5 of 


bir nge, pi 193. (Mr. Da Pin ſays the: 
lke of Origen,) tho he confeſſes again, that theſ@Zcc/. oY 
exprefſions of the primitive writers give us veryvol. 2. 


— may be e e Me. 
Juien, by his: ſtrange way of arguing, to be 
ſcarcely in earneſt, yer he is ſo very ſerious in itz 
the divine 


4 


7 _ viz. "ah — worſhip of the, bleſſed 

Virgin, under chen elliagz title of the Mother of 
ip of bread, under chat of the 
vody of tbe ſupreme nd; and that the prince of 


God; and the Wo 


_ darkneſs," the enemy of 


mote error and 


than by prompting men 


: txriaſfurnen dominion: . the fuith of their bre. — 
chren, and under pretence of better ſtating and 
ex plaining the old creed, to alter and pervktt it; 


and then, by pretended: authority, by crvel 253. 
thema, and perſecutions, (Which now.] began a · 
mong Chriſtians) to impoſe their own notions 
on others as a teſt of Chriſtianity, and Chriſtian 
communion; and all this made ſaergd too, by a 
claim of great reverence due to Aae of 
an inſinite number of Doctors, who too often, alas, 
were ſo full of the ruth of man, of ſtrife and 
party. contention, that in vain went they about 


working the righteouſneſs. of Cod. 
Phe event has ſhewn what ſucceſs \theſe me- 


hods have had with ſucceeding generations; and 
that the chuiches: never after this enjoyed true 
peace, except it was in times of ſtupid igno- 
rance and midnight darkneſs, under Au 
ſtian · tyranny, which at the return of new light 
appeared intolerable, and Jſrael groaned to come 
aut of Egypt, by a reformation; and well had 
it been if the firſt reformers (who yet were, many 
of them, good and excellent men) had not ſtopped 


ſo much at the four general Councils, but had gone 


backward up to the four Evangelifts, and. the 
. Apoſtles themſelves, in their inquiries. after the 


primitive Chriſtian doctrine, eſpecially /in funds- - 
mentals : but it appears Any the harmony of 


their confeſſions, how much they relied on the 


authority of thoſe COUNCUS with an im plicit 


faith; 


4 


truth and love, cou, 
not have taken a more effectual courſe to pro- 


1 


855 POE te — | 


A | ; Wheteas thoſe wenne . Mr. Firs: 5 
b ge us fach exprefſioins;” and ſch , 
ele things, as were not taucht ways 
more prithitivetimes. and: chürches: fo that f © © 
cording to the 2 fft article of the Achürch off 
England) we may adventure to ſay, general cout. ; 

« 2 th err, and have erred, in lu perla 1 

ot cho Mr Jar en til t Mitac d abe mn dern 

opinions, under all this conviction of theit Bes 
ing quite different from the” primitive, upon the 3 

ſtrength” of this vain concert, "viz: That the 

Chriſtian faith was brought to greater perſeHtion' 

in after-ages; yet as 1 ſi ſute the true primitive 
Chriſtians, who had the Apoſtles for their teachers, 
Who converſed with the Apoſtles, did, 


or thoſe” 
not. fatally err, but obtained a precious and 9 
faith, 2 Pet. 1, f. fo all ſuch, who with/me 
eſteem the fa ich as at firſt delivered to, and my 
Gived- by he Saints, beyond thoſe later notiops 
which varied from it, are content, Epreſume, 0 
fit down with the old plain apöſtolie doctfine, 
before it was ended (if it muſt be ſo), by the 
Councit of Met or Conſtantinoplè: and we may 
kope, that thoſt, who have attained to a gteater 
than the primitive perfection of failb, will, at 
leaft, not pronounce” ours damnable, nor think 
; us urterly unworthy of their communion, (tho ie 
'W ſhould be in the loweſt form) for its being of the 
due. Nicene ſtaxßp. And yet, 4 ſubſtribing bro- | 
ther has very rafhly declared, that withour'giving Mr. Ride: 
equal divine” honour to Fathers Fon, and Spirit, a all $ _ 
our religious ehtfciſes are une geploble to Gad. nes Me 
Now I think this is dealing out bis uncharitabſe Charge of 
and cruel 'anutbems's a8 freely as ever the Countels Inpoſition, 
bave done. What is this leſs thati-pronouncing dc. 2 a8. 
us damned, and unſit for church eommpnion; 
bor not conſenting to his interpretatiqps? And 
D d 3 „ ſince 


ſino en, * A eps vith, 


Aly of the three per ſons; no, nor of == to 


* * 23 4 * 


— ſuch a anion, comes within the verge of 
tion, p. 12. and vindicates his brethren and 

himſelf from the imputation of impoſition on others, 
P-35: only upon this ſuppoſition (whichhe t 
pretends to be fact,) viz. That they content then- 
7 without any caercive met hads ta bring bim, that 

diſagrees in ſentiments, to be of their Nee z and that, 
tho they judge him beterodox according tOxbeir way 
of thinking, they do yet pretend only to judge for = 
ſelves; 1 do conclude he has reuſe ma the char 
of impoſition : for he has peremptoril EL 
his brethren, that they are e 0d, 
and unkic for church · ſociety; z Which I think is 
coercion and anathema and a mark. of. diſtinc- 
tion with a wine on ſuch as diſagrre e to his 
ſentiments. ET 

And I think I may venture toks' funker, That 
even the Council of Nice never afferted the equ- 


the Faber: for as to the Holy Spirit, tho pa had 
been {| poken of as inferior to, and as mad ? 
the — in the earlier writers; and it was ale 
apparent, that the Arians had not ſo high an 
opinion of him, as they had of the Cen: yet that 
council never ſo much as conteſted with ae the 


K point of the Holy Spirif's equal dignity, nor en- 


ter d any caution about it; nor do they ſo much 


as call him God of God,. or God in any ſenſe; or 


declare him to be one ſulſfance with the Father, 
Fi but barely ſay, I believe. in the Hely Spirit. And 

therefore Mr. Jurieu ſaid, the C Chitian faith was 
not completely underſtood and expreſſed till the 


| Council of Conſtantinople, (which was abour fifty 


years after, and even that Council only ſtyled him 
. 2 and aſcribes worſhip to him) 2 that there 
is no pret n ene e eee 


— 


K 2 „ 


time 
| . NN all the three petfons 


d 
TEN I "think the M. 
marks of their believing 


For, 


God deri 
has been Seneralhy allowed, by the reputed ortho- 


ed ED ES: e . ©, a 


7 


OY _ 
PF 


in the affertion * the 4 


bene \ ator if 1, 4 WY 
the Son's equality 7% the 
Father in Ar and Zum, but t 4 © mrrary 


(1.) They declare the Futber ta de the 855 be 


Almighty, warronęd rege, or Ruler of all: 25 believe | 
| in As God the Faches. . ER 


(2.) They call the Son only Got of God, Pp Ea 
d of that One God the Father; : which 


dox, to import an abatement of the Sox's glory, 


und to give a pre-eminence of glory to the Father; 
and. on this account they have granted, that the 


Father is greater than he, and the Son inferior to 


him. How many of the firſt reformers could 1 


produce For this? But it is not needful, nor will 
it, J think, 'be denied. 1 is not evil for any one to 
ſo (lays Zanchius )- That be, who is God of God, is 
inferior 70 him who is not God of Goc, but has; Vis 


Deity of hitnſelf *. . „ 


780 The other expreſſion "of we Net — 
th, of Light, ſeems to imply the inequality al fo. 
The earlier writers had often reſembled the Pather 
and Son, to the ſun and the fun's beams or y 


as Tertullian in the 1215 formerly cited: the 
ther was repreſent 
ſun, and the Son as a ſmall part or p 


as the whole laſt body of the 
on, a 


ray or a beam; the Father is the whole - ſubſtaiite, 


te Son 4 derivation and portion of that hole. 


i 120 0 © : Dx 4 565 e calves NO 
Neque im A dicat, Nee ne 
See- gte Pr Don mint Dos. 


qui 
quiddam eſt deitatem habere à ſemetipſo, quam ab alio bi 
communicatam. Zanch. E e ad Joban. 2. bt ilbelm. Ftuck. as by 

I. ind him quoted by Sandius 4 Tertul. the ſame, 


cont. - Herm. e. 6 . "I | 1 5 
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Heb. 1. 3, Which brightneſs may be 
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To. ſome ſuch notiops the NVicens Fathers may 


ſeem to allude ; or elſe perhaps to his Being called 


the a ,isôthe brightneſs of the Father" a glory, 


9 


Hed. 1. 3, Which brig may be applied to 
a very ſmall matter, in compariſon of the gloriqus 
ſun itſelf ; as Naziarzen, tho on another occaſian, 


* £ 
- 


has the expreſſion, | viz. The liult brightneſs of the 


Huge glorious luminary *, 


— 


p 7 
* o ” * 


(4.) The word homoouftos, or of one ſubſtance 


_ with the Father, which is added, does not at all 


imply any. equality of ,power and gloty, whatever 
it does as to ſameneſs of nature and kind of 


much more power and glory than a. ſingle ray; 


and we have already ſeen from Tertullian, that 


the ſubſtance : for huge body of the ſun is of 


thoſe, who held the Father and Son to be one in 


ſubſtanre, did yet hold the Son to be inferior: 


. 


and ſince it could not but be well known, that the 


one ſubſtance would never eſtabliſh the Son's eg. 
_- tity to the Father, there is no doubt to he made 


* 


but the council. would have added other words, 


that ſhould have done it, if they had been of 


* 


that mind, or if they had really blamed grins 
for aſſerting the Son's inferiority.:. no, they 


would not go ſo far, tho they boldly ventured 


at the one ſubſtance. Some indeed had gone be 


fore them in that point, but none that I 


now of 


* 


had afforded them a precedent for aſſerting an 


# 5 
— 


quality of glory and dominion, nor did they ven- 


ture to give one to others,, 


” 
43 2 * . * 


, that it was no branch of G. 


Hence it appear 


» 


' rianiſm, nor any proper opinion of Arius, viz. 


' To hold the Father's ſuperiority to our Lord Jeſus 


- jetted againſt Arias. And tho there ſeemed to 


 bediſpoſition enough to find fault, and to add ſuch 


* 


5 . . 
"2 7 , p 7 
I : 
* id * 
* * 1 1 * * 
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2 Nazian, Orat. 34. —Meydu pures png 'r d- ache 
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words to their, 1 we.” a might be wage a 

reeable,” where they had any fair colour for. i ity 
85 as appears in their choice © 0 20 word: homooufios, 
when they underſtood it would diſguſt 1 the Hen 
as St. Ambroſe informs us ) yet it fem they Pre. 
ſumed not to ſay one word of the equality of gl. 
which muſt have more effectually done their wa, 4 
. the Kae, than the vi. conſultant tial 
itſe 

And if this} be a juſt account of | things, Leihe 
as to the Nicen? Fathers themſelves, or "ſpecially 
az to the more primitive Chriſtian writers; then 
demand of. theſe four Gentlemen, how they came 
to deliver ſuch a manifeſt error in fact, wich io" 
much aſſurance? It might be judged not civil to 
impute to them utter unacquaintance with theſe 
matters; and yet perhaps it would not be very 
kind to deprive them of that lea, unleſs Tkiew 
ol a better, which Ido not: for it would ſeem to 
me very ſtrange, to hear, 2 man 'of f moderate ho- 
neſty, confidently publiſh it to the world, "That 
the univerſal church has agreed in this, That Father. 
Son, and Holy Spirit, are the one God; the ſame 
n 979 55 equal in power and glory; 5 unlels he could 
very ſincerely profeſs, that he had never examin- 
8 72 the fact, but took it for * to haves 

en e 

Let it be W hit T:a am not now en⸗ 
quiring about the ' aneneſs or equality of ſubſtance 
in the e Perſons as 3, 00r WW, 5 few an- 


3 1 fy Ae 55 4 7 tient 
. + e Ln nag 
2 85 1 in tractatu ee n 6 at 

ating adverſariis eſſe formidini. oe PFs 


Se hetle fignifies all that ' Bib Bull, Dr. Warerland; 
Ec, lay their. main: flreſs upon, vin | tHe, 550 
wholly emitted by the earkeft Chriſtian awriters ;. ra/hly aſſert 
Ey Tertullian, get fath rejefed l, ) others ; and after all is no- | 
thing to the main point; A is what no man on carts knows any” 
thing: 128 * E. | 


C 


nor think we ought to worſhip, honour, and obey 
it, only for its being an eternal ſubſtance, &c. 
So that the whole matter of religion and reli-. 
gious worſhip is to be govetn'd by a right ſenſe 
of the glorious power and dominion of Him with 
whom wwe have to do: They who have equal power 
and authority, equa/ly abſolute, and e 


faur London-Minifters, = 
and unaccountable, may expect acknow- 
ledgments, the Jame eſteem and — but it 
will be otherwiſe, if their dignit 
therefore, if among the Sacred Three 


ONE, from and by am che othen eo are furniſh. 
ed with all the excellencies'and abilities they have, 
and under and for «whom they" act, and to'whom 
are accountable : This Ober this Firſt Cas 
and Ultimate End, will doubtleſs ap 
ſuperior to the others in pete: > edt 
it will ſeem injurious to level bis honour: and 
glory to cheirs, or e 4 to che ſhms 
And I dare fay, as muc "as 


ſe men 2 


(for they care 
not to tell us K. tres t call chem) we ind 


8. gray 


i 
wu 22 
= 
- ” 
» 4 .- 
427 
* 
of - 
* 


(from their catochiſm) of an bone of, the 


three, yet, if it were but in general determ 


that there is one of n error to the 


other o, in power, knowledge, poten glorious. 
dignity, there is not any of them would be at the 


leaſt loſs to Gu on 
HE. 12 


| Rom. 15. 5. 40 22 Gol 1775 patience and SK 
 tion' grant us 10 be likeminded toward one ang. 
ther, according to Chrift- Foſus, that with one 


81 85 N Is a . 


mind, and one mouth we may (as, I think, 


all agree they can) zlorify: the * _ 2 
ther of our Tard hein Chrut. "Re 
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ir ir unjuf re 725 | 
0 are abe ans, and 1 what their, er 20 
2 Joy have no determinate | enſe of l. 
e 1777 un. 5 30 
ens forthe Son's ban fromthe our: ann 
Tung Es ATV Gar M 388 
Their — om the New, Te 2/tament, conſidered 390 
T heir proofs of the Deity of the Holy Spirit. 392 
'Tis 15 not, alibays certain when the R Spirit i is * 
© by the word Spirit. 
Invocation of the dp, if not found i in the Scripture, why 
nor to be inferred mere from conſequences. - ' ib. 
The ſubordination of he pin ee, as in the 
4,0: caſe of the Sen. 395 
v brought axainf the Spirit 5 fub- 


un ee me 
| 727 ordination. 396 
y the modern Buchen rk and 27 it their con- 
feſſions, depending too much on councils. 3⁵⁵⁰ 
Thoſe « confeſſions diſa agree among —_— 402 
Ad with" the primitive true _ 404 
Ar. Reynolds — rity e LY 1407 
» #188 advice to r . . ie 409 
His mptives : ud. £00 mean. 1451 I, 412 
Great uncharitabl 10 75 e heir brethren 3 2h doubt. 
413 


The Aſſembly's cohfeltton not admitted in the Harthony, 
Sc, at Geneva." 
Mr. Jurieu's teſtimony to the primitive deftrine of Fu 
— Trinity before the council of” Nice. 7 4b 
That the antient Chriffianawritets held the generation of 
the Son to be a 2 before + ** {ration of the world. 
That they held not the Soff 20 be "My to the Father. "2 
The council of Nice aſſert not the equality of the three 
| perſons. 422 
' No branch of Arianiſm to deny the equality of glory and 
— dominion, * 7s the great point indebate. 424, 426 


The Reverend. 


Mr. TR 0 8E s. ER 


_ Ne to the oe „„ 3 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, "I 
And the DEITY 61 the | Xa. 
Holy Ghoſt. 


Taken from 73. 


His 8 M, and PET'S on 
Luke xxii. 31. printed at Eron. R 


Does Gop know himſelf beſt? or do we know him yet . 
Shall be never tell us, there are three that equally / poſſeſs all 
divine perfe&ions, and are but one God, 5 we tell him, 
that this muſt be? Is not this inſupportable arrogance ? 
—— The words of Dr. Calamy of N P. 212. in- 
verted and refified nearer to truth. 
I have ſometimes thought (when I have read the Four "ny 
geliſts) that Chriſt was apprehenſive, men, in their pretended 
loye to him, would quite forget his Father, and terminate | x 
their honour and affections in the Son; which he appears 
ſolicitous to prevent, and more expreſly Fohn ch. xiv, xv, 
xvi, xvii, and elſewhere. Mr. M. Sy leeſler 3 . 
to his Sermons, Part J. 


— IE — _—_ 
. . 


„„ oo 


oy 
2 % o 7 
41 1 Ns 2 
8 7” 1 8 - $3 * 9 2 7 
IF he t » 7 
p N * 
. K-75 . hy. 
x * 
. 6 Fatt » + 
. OR x i 4 
* * 8 : ; 
% 
by — 
; - 1 ws 
— „ 8 * > 6, 
* * ” 
© = 1 - 5 * 2 
& 444 o 4 . 
* 
4 2 n * 2 * 5 ” * 
a 7 + * 
8 * * — 3 38 N % 
5 4 , « 4 
= N 8 Fe *% 4 
4 * . ä b 
j : PP a n « 4 
/ $# * . 4 * 4 a} } * 5 * 2 8 n " 
4 ; * * LO IT } _ Beg g 5 * 
oy 5 Fe adv: 3. * Fr 1 * y — 1 on 4 
2 * R +: 2 « 
ns 1 ** x * w 7 : » 8 
” + - | * 6 »:1 ; . 8 _ 
7 * * # JI, b 7 PR * + 
* 4 * 4 
* * * 6. ay . 8 
4 - W A r « ry 5 YR % +. ” * ; 
* % — * * * 1 4 7 + a * * £ 
2 =o 1 ; , F ' \ ! 5 
* 88 Sn * N : : 
wi ; I — 4 = af * Pr, 4 1 5 £4 4 < 
2 "of E 1 ; ; Ul f 8 1 1 x $ 4 
> : x * * * \ N * a 8 9 
* . ty 2 6 L * , \ 1 
40 Þ * . | 5 R "A d "4 r 0 \ - e * 4 ; 
a * £ 4 * * ; . — © 
A * 2 x % 1 * © Y * * £4 
* t- a. 2 9 oy BA "> 9 1 1 2 - — F © 
: 5 f % 1 x * % wor * 2 * * * / * © * 5 * 
0 5 he 2 
1 * \ . 3 . % 
» * 1 * N * % 
; * N . 1 ö * 
1 1 a 2 * 3 
* pe . 4 f * IOW ? « 
3 1 : » KS py 1 8 7 
as * *. * \ * # * ge 8 \ K 2 er , A 7 * * N 
LE * 
* 13 p » 4 
0c: B : 5 0 
wa, 4 * . Rx * 0 n 5 8 8 i . a Ly 
LOS x 2 * - * * * 2 * — . i; 1 *. 2x bes . 8 
: * * a E * 4 * * * . 
% * ** * wy 1 ” 0 4 % > k 2 4 * N 2 
1 — % 2 v. N ** * * 
a, * 1 4 4 0 
3 2 * * WH * * N # #* n 4 * , 


* 
* 
* 
55 
iS 
” 
* 
* 
*% 
* 


* > ** by 
- ” 2 £ 7 A a 4 A 
N + * by o \ n ww. % * * % 2 * 0 <q 5 a b x 
4 f . * * _ 3 % * . | 
* "% 4 * * F F " f 9 . 
5 IG 4 — ; OS | | — CEE 1 
N ? ; * 0 8. 5 7 * 1 4 - © 
| a \ N Zauns * 9 ' 33 : . 


1 * » 
363 
» 
& +5 5 : . 
Vo — 
» * * 
* 833 * 
4 © « % 4 15 
o q * *. 1 » » Y a » 
AI . N 7 : 
2 er Wa . x £ N $ % 
N N ad g 
0 * 6 1 Y 
= , * - * 1 
< . 1 — " 2 * * A 
* » F > wy . % 5 
Wa . * 1 : 1 2 . 
| : 0 EE « . 8 
£4 . — 4 
TY [2 = * ws 2 * . 4 * 
8 * w, 4 C x "= 
o . 1 ; 
© 0 * © Li * : 
£ Ls 
8 k 
s * ' — — 
x * » 
* 
— 
= 
R - 
* n — 
# 
* 
% 1 * 
4 $1, 
i 8 "me 
x 


PI eving4 Ale: 40 nne of inverting and 
\ altering — Kev 's words, with which 

X the fiel page of Mr. 70% Troes arguments is 
garniſhed, 1 2 4 fair to reſtore tbem as 


25 are cited from Tet viz. Does Gd 


know himſelf beſt? or, do we know him yet 
better? Shall he tell us, there are three that e- 
quall If po poſſeſs all divine perfections, and yet but 
one God; and ſhall we tell him, this cannot be? 
Is not this inſu pportable arrogance ?. Which words, 
as here recited, do very plainly inſinuate theſe things : 
Firſt, That God bas told us, there are three that 
equally poſſeſs all divine perfefions, Aud Se- 


condly, That yet theſe three are one God, I de- 


mand of the Doctor, where Cod tells us any ſuch 
things ? Thirdly, That the Unitarians (in rela- 
tion to whom he is ſpeaking). are ready to tell God, 
That tho they find he has ſaid it, yet it cannot be: 
elſe be ſhould, have placed it to their i Ignorance, and 
not to their arrogance, or to their preſuming they 
know God better than he knows himſelf. 

IWhich are in/inuations of things ſo groſty falſe 
and uncharitable, that I will ſuppoſe him more 
aſhamed to vindicate his words in this ſenſe, than to 
retraf? them; unleſs there be ſome covert meaning 
in them. For, perb 2 , the Doctor means it only on 
ſuppoſition, that Go bad told us * things, <oith-. 

out 


432 = Mike PREF R. 


„ # 


out beliving that be has indeed ſaid them and that 
then i/ bag been arrogance to tell. him, this cannot 
; Hes which is nothing to the Unitarians more. 22 
„ Mr. Troſſe'? admirers : fo that” T hope 
2 maker has miſtaken the Doctor; and I the ra. 
ther think thus, becauſe a little after this, p. 294. 
ſpeaking of the Scripture-account of theſe matters, 
the Dottcr expreſſes . more modeſtly and 
warily, viz. The 1 fer toudhes 3 to a 
Trinity in'the Dey. . 
As for Mr. Troſſe, I had no knowledge of him, 
but ſuppoſe him a perſon of conſcience, and F great 
eſteem, from the. care ſome have taken of- thiſe 
fragments; and I hope the worſt. inference, 
am man can make from what ] have ſaid or done, 
can be.no more, than that probably I may judge bin / 
ſa, weak and ſo ries as 40 N his * tar | 
: ments. to. be valid. 
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ANY in our dey den 5 4. be fue le 
17 ns EARS” 00! 
| Reſp. But not "thoſe who own Chriſti: SeeVol. . 
ity; and. who believe that God has made bim b <p 
Lord and Cbriſt; to the tory of the Father, who. ie e 
has ſet him a God over ee om = Lara ä 
Tr. V Chrift were not Gi; Be could 455. by bis 8 5 
own power, ovvercome the devil and the world. 5 
Reſp. 1. Why, may not one below tlie oY 
God overmatch the evil ſpirit? e | þ 
2. What if Chriſt caft dut Satan hy his Fathers * 
power, or the finger and ſpirit of God?” It is but. - 
what. Chriſt ſays Tate > $4 <a | 
Tr. He 11 not, then, 2 ve waded thr CY EEE 
wrath of God. 11 . 1 
Nep. 1. God was never N Wi Chriſt EF "I 
who did all things well, and was even as a ſacr: fee On 
well-pleafing to Bim. G0 was not his terror, but Eph. TY 
his great and only comfort and 1055 in his worſtt 1 
ferings. 1 am nor alone, lays be , Pecaufe- the N. 3 
ther is ye Jobs adit  þ 
* "If Chriſt were ſu reme God. whoſe 3 | I 
wrath ot hurt him 12 3 it. & invents ens 
Te BR 2. > „ 


4 34 MW otes on 22 Trofle' s Carechiſm 


Koe er to ſuffer. nor. can make infinite ſafisfaQtion by be- 
455 p. :conmr & infin itely miſerable. Theſe notions haye 
nc pfade in Scripture, but are the wild fancies of 


_ Igyorant men 

oy Nor cen Id be ö ve abu ay hood "of 
5 Reſp. But 5 Gould, and did procure of God, 
24. that we might freely 5 his grace be juſtified ; and 
Rom. 6. have | the free gift of eternal life, Which is as fp 
23. given by the Father, as by the Son. 

2 deniers-of our Lord's godbead ure, in 
this, not. 4 whit, better than 8 n Maho- 
metand, 

| Reſp. Glorious charity! What, is it not beter 
t take Chrift for our L rd and Mediators. next 
to God; and to honour, and love, and truſt in 


1 e him, as one fully. impower'd to rule and fave us; 
than to-curſe, and hate, and exucify:} him a8 a 7 
Vilich impoſtor end Hat phemer? Much more, if 
1 believe but one A, HS y.;tell:;you, 
- this, is no better. 1 chan the Jews __ 4 eee 
believe in this particular; and Aut we Naredee 
have other, Gods, like, Pagans? ...1/ , 
"Ir. Coriſt 15 God!s 0Wn,. bis gow ir 77 on . 
Son g, no, we. kumw,, true proper * are of i the 
felf-ſame nature with their. parent. 

Reſp. And we know true ſons are > always of 
two parents, and. have diſtinct beings, and are 
other men. 805 bt abſurd to mg; of a proper 
. „St. after the manner of men ot beaſts, 

Jam. 1. in the pear God God. "God 18 65 Chriſtians, and 


Ll huiſt's human nanyre, is his own 4 egatten Son; 

Likk. "= which /! be horn (muh) or begotten, of 
35+ 1 

„Aal le called tb San of Cad. Nor is Chriſt 

Heb. 445 called begotten in Scripture before, Thou art my. 

Son, 4his dey baue ¶ begotten thee. Let this tem- 


po e 1 of one of the Ter, 


nature 2 n i le 0 ; 'o 7 
5 95 ry COLITIS 4 
þ 2 * and my Father are 5.one, 80 24 


4's ier * Ihe © 
4 o BY 3 : 8 
* 1 2 2 In \ 


1015 1 this Place is 8 in- 
wr 922 the Arianb; and Chriſt tells how 
# two are one, Jobn 17. 22. en as 'many > 
7 riſtians may becdme o tO | 
| 1 The peculiar titles and names af Gol ave > 
" gruen 6% C VIZ.” Gad, John A We : > 
Kap. l. Tris is not peculiar ro che Supreme. 1 
See Jo ohne T0. bp TT EGO 028 air 0.1 dnt 
2. Even in his text 155 is diſtinguiſhed 7 444] 7 
_ The Gon, 1 See the Auſcve 1% Dr. Bennet 08 the 0 
15 rinity, 5. 33 T. ren eee en 3 
* "Ir, Hes . true god, 1 John 5. 20s andthe = 
* 7 te 2. 13. and God, Get overall, 


. hes — SE: | 5 
oY tf Ve! FJ 57-3 6 215. 2 N 2 5 -- "ja 


F. The two" former aré cnlpGidawor of 2 
„ Hut Caf © Father, 5s "the onlyottue joh. 17 . 1 
* Cd, EN :Chrift: obs: Lad haſt: ſaud A 
we find kh the” appearance If the Fatberts Kemp. . <a 1 
Ainet from Chir gu, wbe laſt ter is 3 3 | 
doubtful, and if ſaid of, Chriſt, the ſams St. 8 i 
Paul explains it, with Henleation: © Heu ex- Cor. 1 4 

Me, &= ane Pa uen renz 7 ol 


V 
"rk by N. 
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eb the Seventy'Yender Jehovals. |. EE 
TI  Refp. 1. But tis title 5 er to that e 
8, "God. Sec POS, „„ r ele Vas 4 2gh #5 i . 
d 2. Them the Lord aid" I af Lord. will im- Mark 12. = 
; "ply eo "if Kies, Lord, mean ee % 
] © bovad;, auc E 5 , Will on; Jebonabiof Rev.go16. 
it ” * Fihovaby, "- 1 I ICY „die e I-15 1 
y Tr. Bar" 8 G e 0 1% hb 
— in the Old e im are whe to: Cbr il be 1 
je new.” Pf." 68-118. 114 FP 55 6/7 + i + 
' . Rep: But what wonder is this, if tbeſe were — ol 
'2 TS Be 5 "me 1 -Y 
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456 th MB. Trolls Gave a 


ſpoken of Chriſt; as T7 iFebovab, and 
| bearing his —__ 5 did che upreme God 
Fl. 68. ,-recerne.gifts for men, See for this, Pr. Benner; 
A. iſcourſe of the Trinity, C. 7. As | r Heb. 1. 10, 
11. it appears not chat tis ſaid of: Chriſt. See 
"the Auſwer to Dr. Bennet, p. 339 
U The : gta marks of C a are. aſcribed to - 
: 7 WE E 3 4, rit, creation of 4 things, Job. 1. 3: 
SSevol 1. Reſp. 155 „bt bim as. 8 Malin aid in; 
P. 197. n the e e things under God; 
* Eph. 1. 9. who, as tlie principal, reale . 7 
Heb. 1. Cr. And ſo tor the next 5 OE, Ihe 
Tr. -Seconahy. Proſeruation, Heb. 1. 3¹ 
Reſp. Tis rather governing, a. and ris in o the 
E — way. | 
1 r. N. iz ly, Ruling all. things „ Mais 28. 18. 
__ Reſp. But tis ſaid to be by all power given Him 
_- of a Futber, 8 tis 
1 Rh A0 or. So Nil. 2. God 
b all; and AFs = 36. 7 made g 
Vein Lord and Gbrif, and to Nat 5 en Bin- 
1 V4 Oe. « thi ſelf Mall ackiipwleage bis ae by a e 
1 25 EE e 
RON Pr. Fourthhy, Miracles real bs, Joh. 5.36, | 
Ws and he gave that-power 10 ot thers alſo. | 
5 Nip True, they bear 3 that the. Fatber ſent 
5 al as the Words ſay, but not that he was the 
| Jn * ſelfdame God. "fon bib pes alſo wrought mira- 
is, i cles; and gredter. worbs than. I dp ſpall they do, 
ſiays our Lord. They alſo gave the power to 
E Aa, s eule, but they did it in Enuill's name, and 
09, Ohriſt in his Fuiber:i name: I come in my Father's 
5 Joh. p 43. me; as the Father ſent me, ſo ſend : T you, —— 
Joh. 20. rective ye the Reh Chef. PU. 5 the Father, and 
21. 22. © be: ally xiv: yote-arather comforter... © 
| be. 14. 5 Tr. bing wicked angel, Col. 2. I 6. 
. 7 os Michael and e TAY wg. 
E 


IF. 7 * ay 
3 hs (3-4 | N 9 e 
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fuger of (God ; and ſo did tha ee e Lak 
by power from Chriſt; og ane Jane : Ge 
but all thro God's pawer power. ory: 4:4 5 
The eas th all tis, is Bet 0 level _ 
Lord - Jeſus Chriſt with th Apolties,: but wt. f 3 
ſhew how fav. ſuch things are from being pro- 2 


4 


per to God. If Chriſt hw ley 2 2 <= 11 - 
elf do nothing, but had ſaid, that without power 30. 9 
granted him from the Father, he could do ai " 
inde ndently, it had been to the purpoſe. W.; 2 
prov what is peculiar to God. but elſe not. 
The other works, of ant fcation, — „ 
lien, gerſeæuerance, ſubvatian, reſurreũ ian, a 
judging men and angels, and the like, will eaſilyß = 
be accounted for,. by the power granted hy Gad "= 
to him, as miediates-: ſo:that even by 2 7 8 5. 3 
Chrift Feſus; ſpall. God judge dis world: Rut Alla, ). 

God the Father is the great Fudge of all and Ch . 

is only the delegated judga. on 2 7 21112 * 14. 
Tr. Bug tbe ide Reet 10 the me, God, . 
Fuſtz Eleni, John: 1. 1 1 te begining the | = 


CPE, 
5 
| po. » 
C 
* * 


Mord was Prov. 8. 2231, Heb. 9. 144. 


me But _ comes in be Beginning. to ſig· wo; I 
nity" - beginning DIGGS a>" rok 53 


3 * eternity, ( for ſome coneeive ) "ro 
would not render it dur God, by being eter- 
nal. And this tent, Hroul 9. 22. by the See 
venty, and the primitive [Chriſtian writers, was 
un tead, Nun baft created m NG Hs. „ 1 Jo 
ning of ry r and d Gol. 1. 1g. C ie: 
the fof:borw. of all” he-credtiony and the ar. 
We 0v: Nn 7 hey: rate 1 * mot „„ 


12 
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47 
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5 —4 
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by 
ad 


%%. This oy 


pies; och ger; 5 denotes Coy 
IMP | Ben. a A 1112 7:62 R FAB: 1 0 
79 1 14 Nena, Inmufubiliiy, Heb. 1. 125 13. At 
ſpeales continuance; and Fa 
* immortality in the. ſaints and ungels, Who 
cannot die, Luke 20. 36. But where is the eternal 
2 Cor. 8. imtmutability? Was not Chrift of rich madi poor, 
A b.s and fr a Hite tobile loten ban angels: and then 
a ae trowned ꝛcith glory above them d wa "ore" 
n Macdbw of turning, no varying? 


Tr. Thirdy, Onmipreſonce,” Nat. 2 Bus, John. 


3. 61 2 11 x: Ik [463 3 2 SY WLAN 
Reſp: The! laſt: text is juſtly! endred, the Sonof 
man Why was in heaven 3 for ſo the word 1s 
reins Jobn 9. 25. Zana Hlind 3 name 1 — 
2 „ 71127 5 Das „ N N 
FE But allowing Chriſt to berjch, -his diſciples on 
#4 carth, 17 5 ene to eee it tis with his 
aſſiſting grace, by the power and ſpirit of the 
Faber and what is eben a See all 
on this ſpot of earth, 2h drop fla bucbet, io 
the filling heaven, and: the heaven. of heavens, 
never ſaid of Jeſus Chriſt, but of God r Is hot 
the ſun preſent to more than this earth, by far? 


gee V ol. I. 
pP. 358. 


Aims. Does not one devil lead all finners cuptiua and 


26. one evil ſpirit morł in the children 0 of diſobedi- 
+ 2. 3 And cannot Chriſt excel him, and yet be 
ot ſupreme and infinite ? And how did the 


Jon 6, 38. Sn come down from: heaven to tale a iody, if 


ommiprefent?.'”', ook an) ono many bo7 
Fr. Fourthly, Omuiſeitnce, Tokio 20250 Mat. 9. 4 


1 Cor. 12. Neſp: But did not the Apoſtles e a the 7 


IO. Spirits, by gift from God $4 131144 4 2 * 
LI 5. And did Chriſt know the day of 3 : 
788 Of that dy knows not Ibe don bat my. Father any. 


Mark. 13. Tho now the Lamb. has: b d ube, vl took, 


2. and the Futbher may have revealed ſuch mat- 


Rey 1. x. ters ö He only. knows all things origl- 


. 


ge. pans and 02 is nn only wiſh? y - 
Tr. Fifihiy, Onmipotency, Nen 8. bd heh 


:Reſp. That text is not ſaicl. of Chriſt, but the 1 
Father, who is deſcribed by that character, ver. 4. 
ba 15, 1:45; Aud ig to come, in diſtinction from Jeſus _ 
Chriſt; yet Chriſt is, and was endowed with all 
power, but from the Father; Gad anointed. bim Acts 10. 
with power, and be went about healing, &c. for 38. 
God wat with him. The title Almighty, Taroxps- 
rag, is in the antient creeds 8 to God: 
the Father, never applied to Chriſt. DIA 
Tr. But, in the laſt place, reli gious roorfbip, that 
appertains only to the Deity, is given to bim. 
Nep. Then it mut be ſupreme and W 
worſhip; Fe {their Chriſt ny have 77 890 
woldhip.:. , e ; 1 
r. Winer Heß, traſt and: confuence believe r 
God, and in me; John Koro © coun ng3 60 
Keſp. $0: Exod; 14. ult. They T3 TY in He 


Lord and in his ſervant Moſes, as in the Hebrews 


yet our faith reſts not here, vithout ꝓaſſing thro? 
Chriſt: to God, as the ultimate object, D t Pet. 1. 
bim do believe in God that OS, a! JO mob; ; 
ien enn e 0h 6 | 
Tr. Secondly, Prayer, 1 — 5 1. = Crate t 4% 
you from our Lord Feſus Chriſt, Acts y. 5 
Keſpat. As forithe firſt text, it may as well be 


fla aid;-prayer:is:made to the ſeven Spirits, or Angels,” 
(the Lambꝰs ſevem ces) Grace be to you from the Rev. 1. + 
ſeven Spirits, aobich are before his throne: It ſeems c. 5.6% 


rather a wiſh, or elſe all prayer is not peculi ar ta 
God, but only when he i is the ultimate e of. 


£4 * * . 
prayer. $34 it © {WF +4 4h 


2. We aſk — 28 Jeſs Cbriſt PREY 
and ultimately, but as one empower'd by, and 


interceding with the Father, In bat day je ſball ohn 16. 
aſt me nothing; whatſoever ye ſpall aſt the Father in 23. 
"OY be. will give it jou. We Fre ſacri- 


105 8 E c 4 fices 
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SECT. T. 


: rohen 5 he Waterland's 1 
1. He js driven to deny the Unity of God 7 


a * La, SOLE. 5, He , x 


the Fathers afſerted the Unity of God. 3. 25 
vas advanced a nd Three infinite divine 
| perſors, not to be diſtinguiſhed from and in 


finite Gods. 
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SECT. IV. 


Of the Sow 4 inferiority 10 the Ether, in anſaer 
to Dr. Waterland. 


marks of ubje@ion, at bis. coming down from 
| heaven, at his return 1 heaven, and ier bis | 
- _. exaltation b. .,15*! | 
II. The primitive Fathers conftantly.. own him io -K 
have miniſtred to the Father, 1 be his angel 
or meſſenger, and jo be under his command. 
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I. LIE is den ch deny the Unity of God . 
141 0 0 an article f natur tefigien, 
or pro the light af nature; he yields 


only,” chat 5 is prabable s See his nernarks' on 
Dr. Clar#s de of the church ęatschiſm, 
p. 65! And by his! Vaadicator, Mee Brem Animad- 
Demonſtrate (ſays he by way of crallenge) bas verſ. on 
there tun be hep one N being! Indeed 0e pieces 
8 7. n 
this became abſolutely neceffary to. hi; becauſe ** 
he ſaw I doubt not, char there is nd Way by 
the light of reaſon to prove Ora Cod or infinite 
all perfect being, but What will as ſtrongly 
proben dat there can be but 1One inte Per 
Ven; nor W any way by reaſpn to confute 
the dot three ae Meas | omnjpreſent 
Jeings, et whe will <onfate the notion: af ihre 
infinite divine perſons. © gi it oat wie 
Let him or a/ man try this paint; and. fi 
find, that bree infinite Gods may be conCeiy tl 40 
agtee, as well as rbree perſons: witir ch reciconcard: 
wills, Ee. and Ou infinite dene een ee 
is all- ſufficient and all that is neceſſary, s 
as One God is ſo ; and Mhateyer will ufer. The 


object ions made -againit-three” almighty divine Her- 


* 4f N 


fn vil as well anfwer Alb obj jectios:againft 4bre 5 8 


Pos * * char thi II of: 3taſon the 
Ig e eee qu GG 


| 14 Obſervations on Dr. Waterla nd 
_ notion 5 ove bn — 2 or of three infinite 


Rom. 1. 
20. 


1. That the pity: world were not Kay 


nor without excuſe im hiving Gods mam, and in 


not glorifying the one true God, as St. Paul 


Judged; It ſeerus they could not diſcern his eter- 


nal power and Godhead from the works of the 


creation any more than that of many other Gods, 
and if they worſhipped never ſo many, (and 
conſequentiy uo ſapremè one at al} they did not 


ect againſt reaſon upon the Doctor's principle. 
It was not owing it ſeems to the blindneßb of 
their evil minds or their corrupted hearts, but 


only to the defect of the evidence, which God 


had afforded them, ſo that he had leſt himſelf 
Without witneſs to the nations, elſe they might 


ſee (and indeed many of them did tee): n 
was but One, and One Perfon too 


2. This'weakens the good principle which 8 


mains among ſober Deifts, viz, the belief of the 
One true God, "who, made the heavens and 
earth, Cc. T pity they ſhould be driven from 
it to Pagan Ene want mould think it were 
better to have men brought to the Jewiſb ot 
Mabometam faith in the Oge God, (tho they 


unhappily reject the light of revelation) than 
to be wandring after a multitude of ſtrange 


gods, idols, or fitions The Doctor's princi- 
Ples repreſent the one as proveable as the other, 


= 7 to bring ſuch a into the PRs 


705 che his oobibeilm: hs Doctor i is ready 


_ to ſubvert the only foundation,. on which he fays * 


the primitive Fathers aſſerted the Unity, of Gd 
and without which he owns the antients; would 
give it up. Tuo Trane divine N 
$ 

ad Def. p. 202. 7 
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5 , lte v. 


— the caſe . If then the 
perſon,” were not etemaliy 


the ſenſe of the D | 


hut tho the Doctor inclines — - 
the Fathers 4) to an eternal generation, yet he 


ſeems very indifferent || whether this point he held 


or not, and grants it was not clear nor generalſy 


ge by the Fathers, many of wham ſpeak only 
07 A 


Having weigbed tbe —— given 


into that notion, and ſo eternal 


to be the. more prevailing lang 


vailed euer ſince. 5 What a pitiful foundation 
is here for the belief of the — generation, 

aſſerted chiefly to cover themſelwes from a charge 
of Polythriſm by the Arians s, it ſeems 2 was = 


not revelation, but politie 
2aſius and others to make this an arcs 90 faith; 


and ſo the Doctor is ready to leave it indifferent, 5 


tho the divine unity muſt go with it: for {f any, 
ſays he, diftike the pbraſe 


thereby 4 di- 


infead-of an eternal S 
Nina perſan und 


2£PCHISE wh aforeſaid; tor 


den ber p vf. f per b. 645 F 2d Def p. 314. 
| Def 2 5 610i. * Def. 1 160, at; Def. . 317 
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cording to the: Antients — wh be conſtancy 


tech or derived 
from the Father as his head and fountain, and 
yet eternally exiſted, there muſt W e 8 


temporal generation or miſſſon of the Son 
at the creation of the world, and that be Ca- 
 tholics ere pretty much diuidad about ibis que- 
tion, but” that Ar HAN Asus hating: ſtrenuotſſy 5 
argued for it, and the generality of the Catholics 
10 tb AR1AnNs 
by ſuppoſing the r to le unbegotten, they came 
generation came 
nage, aud bas pre- 


a eternal generation, 
and thinle it better o 8 an eternal Word 


ee wih God, whoſe 
2 in avg teme 10 be 10 barm in i "th W 


* + Dl WHO tho ; <4 


5 mo he is eee eterual co 
'exiſtence-of' the Lare, wicheut the relation of 2 
Son, (which the / Antienta and Bp. Pear ſom did not 
take up with) yrt: the etarnal corexiſtence of the 
Las, cho it — 4 cunſubſtantial perſon; would 
not two coc urdiuatr Cds, becauſe they 
.might ſtill be S (kanbriginate: Perfans-y nor is it 
enough that they are called Cad umd bis Mord, for 
2 chat notes reivtton.: only, not origivation: and de- 
rivation, which is the only matter pleaded as a 
\ſabvo' for the divine unity f two perſons “, and 
therefore of all thoſe primitive writers, who have 
nothing of any eternal generation or Son, (nor 
have the Scdriptutes any thing about it) it muſt 
be ſaid, they either held not eee divine 
perſons, or eliè are not clear of pulytbei ſin by the 
Doctor's account but I judge they were clear 
by holding neither 44200 co-ordinate. perſons nor 
* Son by ſuch eternal generation f. 
But the Doctor, by being indifferent 2 thi 
"eternal generation (the only fate, as he ſays, with 


tte Antients for the divine unity) ſhows he is too 


indifferent for the point of-Unity,-at leaft he is not 
much moved at parting with the main [ſupport 
of it; he muſt not therefore think to: put us off 
with a co. eternal exiſtence and relais of the 
* Word without generation and natural ſubordina- 
tion of the Son to the Faber . And othis I 
chink, ſhe ws thoſe Fathers did not mean ſuch a 
.Conſubftuntiality of one fort as che Doctor pleads 
fort F, becauſe if Gad and bis Word were ſuppbſed 
En be ane and the ſame ſulſtauce; that alone, with 
out any thing: more, bad rendred them One God, 
Whether deriveds one from the other or bot, but 
ſince they thought" it neneſſarꝶ, that one ſhould 
be originated from the bther in order to ſecure 
ane of One Godgiit. appears they 00 
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viz. becauſe of one deminiem or monaschy ha ſubs; 
: ion br ioferiority ef onata cheorher (rich 
hinchens nat uni af gor ane 


| own no other but a temporal generation of the dan. 
did ever mention any derivatiom of the perſonal 
Word arom the Füſt perſon, as brat and a, an- 

tecodent to ſuch mporeb generation, of exertion 


Gods, and ſois the veryſkrae thinginmeaping;while 
under different terms. For faitli is interna 
the wordt but the ſenſa and eee 
heart mas belirves: ee. thereto 


f 15 3853 42 ** Sa 83 1 dn 7 1 


1 See Bing. 
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nate rulers would, whiohithey mould be, I one 
were anne 0 e dis bed and cauſe: 
and Fauber,) and not in the ſameneſs. of ſullſance, 


_ which needed not the derivation to make PUR, As 
' proof.;of::the Father and Bon bring: 


One God, and his allowing the. origivation,of the 
den 2 foams —— prot a 


Compiania! is. friends. ta ps it, 5 
=” — or very material ꝰ Elſe let 


him ſbom rhatiboſomany!: antient writers, wh 


d ma — „ 
as he ſpraks f. If not, they either held the Fa- 
ther and Son not to — ternal and 2 ar 
holding them ſo without che one atermal t 
held tu un⁰ar 


I. The Doctor has advanced a notion 7 
ſons and intelligent agents, which 
men — — from that of ihre inſniſe 


Dot 


. 15 


ad. 2 7 2 = + 2d. Def. p 


. 11. 3. Aect 
e P. 207. 


iginate. ic. e. in 
ſenſe of che Bathers J Je Gade by 1 Pear 
Aung and Dr. n on confeſſion. 


e | inde neee ed ane, brings, 


the ron. 10. 


0. 


13 if be can, — of — 
perſons different from that of three Godt, ſo that 
each ſhall not cauſe the ſame ideas in men's 


minds: he thay gov ——— 5 viz. 


1. any one * — 5 
men could or would _ deln to thre 
Gods. 'The only difference he pretends 
that three divine beings or "Gods means pantry | 
parate ſubſtances or ſpirita, and three divine per- 
ſons are ſubſtance, ſubſtance, and ſulſtance, but be- 
ing undivided and not ſeparate, are but aur ſub. 

. fance in union, tho diſtinguiſhed by ſeveral pro- 

; perties“. But this will — difference, 
becauſe three infinite Godi, or divine beings; can 
never be L more than three ſuch per ſont; 

three infinite Gods, or immenſe omnipreſent be- 
ings, muſt needs pervade each other, and can 
never be divided in ſubſtance, they can only be 
_ diſtinguiſhed by per /oral properties, as three per - 
ſons are ſaid to be. Nor is God ſeparate 
any angel or man only that they are not infinite 
and omnipreſent; but by his perfections and 
operations hie is maniſeſt to be another being and 
per ſan from them. So three infinite Gods would 
not be diſtinguiſhed by the A ential perfections 
(which would be the ſame in kind, and united by. 
a coperegroophoc inſeparable) but by ſome perſonal 
Ledig and ſo it Hare, — three: perſons 


Pg onk dead te, ee 13 not ee ö 
1 another ere. agreeing with der 25 
* 999 5 *£5 0 +» x 2 rr 
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1 F, ys x 5 a, upon ail tenen 
that the caſe is juſt alike, three te ſeparate- 
beings is a contradiction ſo plain, that natural 
light diſcerns it; bur according to the Doctor 
bree Gods is not ſo diſcernable by natural reaſon 
to be a contradiction, and conſequently with him 
doth not imply three infinite ſeparate beings, but 
all may be one undivided inſeparable" ſubſtance ſtill 
and Jer three Gods ; and thus they will be rhe 
ſame as three united undivided perſons in reſp 
of ſeparation and union. So then the three'divine 
perſons are as much ſeparated,” as three divine 
beings would be, and three Gals a much united 
as his three perſont's bur if becauſe their ſulanc?ꝰ 
is undivided, they are not three Gods , then ſure 
ſince there cannot be three divided infinite beings 
or Gods, he might by natural light prove there cat 
be no more than One infinite Being er S]. 
So that I ſee not but three infinite divine perſons 
are as much three beings, as three Gods could be. 
conceived to be, each all-wiſe, almi Shty, Se. fle 
knowing the other, agreeing in eeconomy, one 
is not the other, only one in kind, but mutual 
in each other; and were it not for the ſhame thz 
Chriſtians ſhould in expreſs words contradict tha 
current of the Bible. I can't ſee WH they; who 
are of the Doctors ſentiments, may not ſay, three 
Gods and one God, "three beings and ong Gol," of | 
thyee beings and one per ſon, or 1 perſons aul n 
perſon, as well as three perſons and yet but ont fub- 
tance or one being. Indeed the Doctor has faid 
what is very like it, bree infinite intelligent 11 
dividual agents, and yet but one infinite” intel. 


undivided agent, which he ſtoutly juſtifies}, as 32> 
ing all in 'one* undivided ſubSante, Here is the 

| alte Sontredidion -28'three Gods and hit ont God 
_— N and but one "FRA tho this he Ay | 
5 7 1478 "Mf by i 
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Dr, Wark Eure, 
indeed, ſaying, that perſan a 


gent 27 9 e nd ſbat i dn 
A Prim 
i dots AG — 5 
| She. ay Cad admits of ſeveral 
fk? Anda 55 | 955 three G urge 
err per u Te one pong feveral ſenſes... 
it no more lays, He is ae than gbres 


ſubſtances 6 brings, er that he is one /ub- 
Bance and being, than he is one perſon; the Fatger, 


8 as three: perſons; 3 and if the Doctor! ima- 
gines the Father, Som and: Spirit to be included 
in the One God, (which, he has not proved,):yet 
that will not determine, whether as free perſons 
or as three, beings," for why may not three. ſub- 
ſtances be ane, God, as NE three perſons ? All 
perſons, ſays he, but theſe APIs er ſons are ſepa · 
Tae ſublance® „ and they are perſons of a different 
kind from all other. perſons +, Why may not ano- 
her chance to he as bold. and raſh on the other 
de, with as much reaſon a and ſcripture too, and 
„A other ſubſtances. —— are ſeparate in 
their nature, But the. divine ſubſtances or minds are 
of. another kind, and tberefare Ibey are three ſub- 
Fun „ tba unſenarate, Deere ut One Ged. | 
For there, is no way. to prove each of the three to 
be,  p2r/qn/but; by ODEs and diſtinet charac: © | 
ters, I, ben, Les which ag mych;proves the One 
God (indefinitely taken. for all the 1 to oy 
one perſon, ſince in that ſenſe. the er ſonal charac- 
ters a d pow hog axe aſcribed the. 
dhe three wil Ake ne individual g 
Et reds e d wal ls 
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one undivided ſubſtance; as 
efire the Doctor to ſhow me whercin 
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alſo, ho bot - 5 97 Wir 15 there waning to 
Fenn ger ſais, which i is not as much Wanking 


bandes from being diſtinct, Which. i 8 


t is not the lay ing confidently, that che 1 0 
py rent, 16 085 unleſs 1 pee n. Whe 
why. it is different; z elſe Tl be: 1 5 Yo. 
her? ay as well ſay the direct contraty.: 
in both cales they ; are one becauſe, of 1570 
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12 2 TubPantes, "tho. 
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ſup it is ſo by the Doctor 8 chame of tre 
e co-equat' and” co-infinite, diſtinct in their 
:nowledge, will, and reſpective Par rt: ated i | 


cecatiorny he thentions. © ue, r eee 
"Beſides, if difin2ion of PRs vba at t 
Hftinfion of Jubfantes, then ſeparation of perſons 
es not A ſeparation of [ubNances, and then 
ow will it appear, that two men ate two ſepe- 
rate ſubſtances? All men mayyet be one /ub ance. 
tho many perſons and many nien; diftance' of place 
| or condition hinders it not, for by the Doctor's 
ſebeme , God's ſubſtance adinits this, he is in 
ſon and moon, is incarnate in one perſon and nor 
in another : Why thay not flee ſubſtance ill alt | 
the finite pace of all men, or all the petſons | in that 
FOmmen ubſtance, ſo that all human perſons may 
be one ſubſtance in the Doctor's ſenſe of Page. 
and yet as this leaves them to be many 
cauſe diſtinct perſons, ſo will the tht Three Perſons 
be as much three Gods, We condude the ſub- 
Rance (unknown otherwiſe to us) to be as the per- 
fon and where the er ſon is diſfinct in properties 
Hy Fn we infer the ſubſtance i 1s ſo too ; thus 
600, tho ſep e Fo m no man, is yet a diſtinet 
ſubſtance, _becauſe « f diftint condition and Pro- 
3 
Im ſhort, to tak er the manner the Doctor 
does is atbitrarily - to impoſe new ſenſes upon 
words, contraty to their received meaning and 
dar der of language, eſtabliſned by no Authority, | 
but that of h confidence” of vain men, who | 
frame ſtrange hypotheſes, and then talk they know 
#0t, and almoſt gars not what, I. doubt not Xue it 
prieves good men to fee the rear and glorious | 
_ God, and his incomprehenſible nature ſo boldly 
ad irreverently treated, as ſome mens rotions o 
en —_ ee in him unavoidabl y La” 
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ſt ue Gadi, and yet oy gy. D erſ 

Chriſt was another and ee to whe, Fa- 

her they could not forbear the terms krebs and 
ir, As and ee, vi. e, Oh 
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gen, Novatian, iLafantins,” & Gra. ond ak ama 
N. B. Ix was not Tritbeiſm which was 0 K 
ed to them, ' becauſe the Deity of the Spirit "was. 
not yet in view, except in Tertulliam's novel. 
Montaniſm T. It was only- — Father. and, Con; 
Ge their adverſaries: Moat 72 made- two 


fer ms ee ee | 
4 Aker" e tanft, he 

Son, and Spirit to be each of them God: 

pretend, that this was the original Chriſtian doGine Oude 

contrary, he affirmed, he had learnt it by a nem revelation | 

from the Paraclers ;. « Nos enim maximè Paracliti, non ho- 

25 minmn, e i duos rack noun ee & Film, 
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0 e the dee of the Fanal not K wen, bald the 
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„ cunt ad ceconomiam.” Numerum &diſnd 
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C nem umunt — | 

«. jpla deri: into, don. deſtrgat a, 

« {tretur,. duo & 7 5 [Ja Ja $ A bd per 
„ dicari, hve ie * Aae, ga non & 

«© unitas irrationaliter i train A, trinitas xationa- 

ter expenſa — 7*.Blain grdmaxy, Chri- 


«* ſtians, /ays he, not to ſay. inconſid derate and ign n 
* which are always the 2e part, are quite ſhock d at 
economy, for that 
c 68 em the 
1 2 5 u Oc, not comprehending» dt, tho. God is in- 
to be believed bu? cue, yet it zuuſt be Io as to take in 
—— ITney imagine number and order in the 
0 \'Tyivity unpfies diviſion of the Unity, whereas the Unity, 


Gerzeing the Trinity from itſelf, is not deſtroyid by it, but 


* Aminiſter'd. 'Phey gius out therefasc, that we preach up 
we; and cw 7141 BE Gods, but imagine themſelves to be 
*4yorthippers of 0x8 onLy God, as if even the Unity impro- 
per underſtood may not make her eſy, and the Trinity 


0 or c.nfider'd conſlitute truth. Contra, Praxcam Cap. 3+. 


al las, 


—_— WT 
t700 ; 0 one, 10. 4 
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 +ſtance, as Dr. V. pretends, 2d. ; 85 . $195 

' ſubſtance was not then thought of, but wa 

| brought 


« three, according tot rye pd of theceganomy, which makes 
1 that ey yy oh raxeam, 1 
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e very rule of fach it ſelf leads us 
God of the Heathens to the one 
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RES in a AS Hh, Doctor e 
2d. Def. p. 449.) but by unity of conſent, while 


ſtill they were io ſulſtances: The unity of ub. 


ſtance he expreſly proteſts againſt, as. what he 


could by no means endure, or be dfiven to, viz. 


to deny the Father and the Son to be two ſubſtances, 
(for ſo hypoſtafis then meant, as the Doctor al- 


lowerad Def. p. 463, See alſo Cudw. Intel. Syſt. 


p. 603.) vo lat UmeSaTes Talige xa you, and there- 
fore to prevent ſuch miſconſtruction he explains 


thoſe words of. Chriſt, I and my Father are one, 
by the other words, As 4: 32. 5 believers 
are ſaid to, be of ang beart and to put it gut of 


doubt elſewhere De Orat. c. 50. Origen ſays, they 


are que xa] cd, AM, and qe rege heog. Contr. = 


Celſ. Lib. 5. p. 258. 318. Nay, Tertullian was 


almoſt wi to yield a Ditheiſin, but ſuch as the _ 


Scriptures make, tho* he did not like to uſe the 
expreſſion #200 Gods, becauſe the Scriptures allow 
but one Cod: See 2d Def. p. 101. And there- 
fore tho he would call the Son God, when men- 
tion'd fingly, yet when both were mention'd to- 

gether he would call only the. Father God, and 
the Son Lord. As, ſays * 1 would. call a ray 
of the ſun, the ſun,” when I am ſpeaking of it by. 
itſelf, but when ſpeaking of the ſun, whoſe ray it 
is, I ſhan'r preſently call that ray lle ſus. Contr. 
Prax. „ 

In like manner the drians deny. two Gads, be⸗ 
cauſe but one in conſent and dominion, tho? /2w9 
beings ; and to ſay two Gods uſually means two of 
the ſame ſort or rank, whereas the Father is God 
in an higher ſenſe, and the Son is God in a leer 
ſenſe. . Dr. W. can ſay God and God, and one is 
not the other, yet both one and che ſame thing, 
but not 9 Gods. Serm. p. 148. He fays it is, 
becauſe of their being different per/ons, they, becauſe 
of different ſenſes. and degrees. Now he can never 


. a SR ſhow 


a 
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FN Obfervantan „1 un De. Watelland 


mo any inſtance of ſeveral perſons in one divine 
beiag, brit others can ſhew the'term God to be 
uſed in different ſenſes, both current in Scripture, | 
the one denoting the moſt high, the other in "an 
mferior degree, Which makes all plain and eaſy. 
This appears, 1. In the e: expreſſion God of Gods, 
Deuter. 10. 17. Jab. 22. 22. FEſal. 8. 1, 6. 
Pſal. 97. 7. Pſal: 136. 2. Sure not of all the 
idols, as the Doctor ſuppoſes, 2d Def. p. 19). 
It impl. ies ſuperiority and eminence, as Song of 
os s, Lord of lords, King of kings. Our Lord 
Feſus juſtifies this ſenſe, 'Zobn.10.'34, 35. when 
he 555 thoſe to be properly called Gods, unto 
whom the word of God came, not nominal but 
real, not falſe hut truly Gods by: power and do- 
minion; ſo there be, that are oe only called 
but really are Gods, 1 Cor. 8. 53. and yet Jeſus 
Chriſt is God in a degree ad ſuperiot to all 
theſe, being /et ly bis God and Falber at bis bum 
right hand, far above all principality and power 
and might ind dominion, and every name that 15 
Hamed not only in tbis world, but in tat which 5 
to come, Ephel. 5. 17, Se... | 

2. Heb. 1.8, 9. O God, hs Crd bark . 
thee. Here is plainly one ſtyled God, who has | 
another as God over him to anoint him: Hence 7] 
the Father is frequently called the God of our : 
Lord Feſus Chriſt, but he is never called the Fa. : 
ther off God as Fu es” is called the San, W 
God. 

4 Age Phat. 110. 1. 2 be Lord 11 unto 10 

550 not Jehovah to Jebovab, but Jehovah to 
Adonai:) It is not ſaid 7 bis Lord, (as above 
in Feb. 1. thy God) but to ny Lord, i. e. to Da- - 
 vid's Lord, Now is not a Lord and a Lord tao F 
Lords? And yet eminently there is but On 
Lord, Deut. 6. 4. Mark 12. 29. Hear, O Iſrael; 
5 Lord our God is one Lord. And yet our 
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Lord 7 216 is 1 7 5 of real lords too, for he i "= 
2 4 and TE + IG 12. Mt and = 
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Lord of I 
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af the Ser « Cmfubantiait 110 <3 Father. J 


H 1 Sj is Dr. Waterland's great refug ge to 
cover him in all diſtreſſes, on ch he 


lays his main ſtreſs from the F athers, but i it is a 


vain foundation; for, 


I. Some ſaid it, and others e dice} it; ſome laid 
they were. ane ſubſtance, others two. Def. p. 19. 


2. They who ſaid one ſubſtance, as Tertullian, 


: meant, 200k, an equality. of that ſubſtance in both, 


the Son was but 4 portion, and the Fa- 
ther Ihe bole, juſt as a ſmall ray or ſun-beam 


but ſai 
was . part, but the body of the ſun was the 


who 

They tl held ah” Son's inferiotitn and : 

1 not ſuch a conſubſtan tiality As, excluded 

as as S ſubjettion. _ 

e Doctor ſhows. how this controverſy 2 

Ms pro and can, and with what ſtruggle 

d. great difficulty bree ' bypoſtaſes prevaild, * 5 
* but for cuſtom three ſubſtances might have 


8 as well. 24 Def. p. 453, 454» &c. 


Fx From hiked neither of them, not the Greek 


nor Latin words, bypoſtaſes nor ſubſtantiæ- Hi 
125 Was rw Gr 


ree ſubſtances. But with the Doc- 
ff ſalvo's fad. * e all 


c e e * 3 beſt » writers were 'Þ 


wiſe e . about ; ſubſtance and perſons, 


2d bk B: 449. ſo EY it is all a novelty, 54 
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from the times of Praxeas, Noetus, and Sabellius, 
as the Doctor hints. And what is it to us what 
this modern antiquity has ſaid, tho? divided and 
not unanimous in it neither? Some for numerical, 
ſome for peciſical conſubſtantialitxyvy . 
7. Whence had they theſe notions? not from 

Scripture, but their vain, their falſe philoſophy, 
and corporeal notions of God's ſubſtance, as is 
plain in Tertullian, making the Son a part or 

portion of the Deity, 'tho? not parted or ſeparate. 
Finally, Neither theſe Fathers nor the Doctor 
know one word of what they talk about. Do 
they know what God's ſubſtance is? or what any 
fubRance is, that they or the Council of Nice 
ſhould be ſo daring ? Have they any idea of what 
they talk ſo confidently of? I may here uſe his own 
words, Def. p. 329. You are to prove what you 
can know nothing of. What is the ſubſtance of 
zntellef, will, life, &c? So that it is a trifling 
' deceitful foundation to build a creed or ſcheme 
upon, of no weight, no uſe, and ought to paſs 
for nothing, tho? it did prevail for 1400 years. 
24 Def. p. 364. A mighty boaſt indeed! How 
many errors are of an older date? Do the Scrip- 
tures ſay one word of it? No, except it be to 
contradict it, by giving different attributes and 
Properties to Father and Son; they tell us the 
Son is the image of the Father's ſubſtance, as is 
the true rendering of the word, Heb. 1. 3. See 
Dr. W.'s Serm. p. 154. Surely if it were the 
ame one ſubſtance, it was flat and low to ſay the 
Euſeb. image of his ſubſtance ; the thing and the image 
cont. Mar- thereof are never one and the fame ;' it is only /ike 
Cel. 5. 25. the ſame, and may be one ſpecifically. Indeed it is 
hard to know in what ſenſe the Doctor takes the 
 conſutftantiality by his words, 24 Def, p. 176. 
telling us, the Son is not only conſubſtantial, B;ut 
one ſubſtance with the Father, as from him and 
e oe inſeparabiy 


# 


. as to tbe t s Inferiority...., \ 


„ „ 


a _ contain 4 in | bim, that is the ſaine one 
ſingle ſubſtance, and e as * not the 
image of ah: 25 
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of the Sor's s inferiority to the Father 
in anfiver 70 Dr. Waterland. 


-  conſubſtanttality,. coeternity, and neceſſary 
pc” ny which are matters of mere philoſophy, 
where men eaſily run into dark mazes and la- 


byrinths, and having no ſufficient guide chuſe 


to diſtract themſelves with the opinions of antient 
(not the primo primitive) Chriſtian Fathers, who 
are ſo very confuſed, ſo inconſiſtent, ſo diſ- 


K 4 * of y ' 
* 
* 2 - * 
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* 


7 Avia the points of vain phtolophy, vi viz, 


Aa 


1 


agreeing, not to ſay often ſo raſh and ſo weak, 


that uſually men come off from the ſearch with 
the utmoſt incertainty in matters of nice and 
deep ſpeculation. I ſay waving theſe, 
1 ſhall conſider what is more. to our purpoſe, 
and more obvious to our apprehenſion, viz. the 
ſuperiority of God the . Father, and inferiority of 
Jeſus Chriſt bis Son, in Prater to what is 
alledged by Dr. Waterlan 

greater importance in the Trinitarian . contro- 


+ This is of much 


verſy, and more deciſive than all his articles 


about divine ſubſtance, and perſons, and eternal 
generation, and neceſſary exiſtence, or even the 
title and character of God, as what will beſt dif- 
cover the proper ſenſe of that ne. 

The Doctor owns directly, that the Fon i is of 


dignity and authority, or that the Father is ruler 


e pef. p. 386. 2 


4 


over his Son, or the Son naturally ſubject to the 
dominion of the Father, owning: no inſepority | 


N _ 0 


inferior original , but denies inferiority of 
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ut of order or office, and that too" bit res- 
nomical or by conſent, which night have been 
otherwiſe in the Nafure of the thing, if they had 
ſo agreed 4; ſenſible that if real inferiority 
be granted, his other arguments muſt all fail. 
Let. us. therefore ſee how this. matter ſtands in 
the holy Goſpel and primitive Fathers, and what 
his objections are againſt it and his evaſions. 
I. In the Goſpel hiſtory our Lord appears 
with moſt evident marks of ſubjection and in- 
feriority to his God and Father, but this will 
be placed to his human nature, after he took 
Heſh, in his ſtate of humiliation, and yet his own 
mouth has told us, that it was fo before he took 
fleſh Fobn' 6. 38. For I came down from heaven, 
ſays he, not to do my own will, but the will of 
im that ſent me, words of equal ſuhjection with 
thoſe in Luke 22. 42. Nevertheleſs not my will, 
but thine, be done, or Jobn 12. 27. Father ſave 
me from this hour, but for this cauſe came I unto 
In vain is it to ſay, as Mr. Beyſe does, that it 
means not to do ny own will only, but alſo my Fu- 
lber s, for at this rate our Lord might have inverted 
the words, and as truly have ſaid, that he came 
not to do bis Father's will (i. e. not only his) 
but bis own; and ſo might the words of his 
agony be interpreted, Not thy will, O Father, - 
be done, but mine, i. e. mine alſo. No, it is ex- 
tremely diſmgenuous, and without ordinary mo- 
| Geſſty, to hope to impoſe ſuch harſh things on 
any men of underſtanding, who plainly ſee in 
ſuch words ſubmiſſive obedience to the will of 
a ſuperior, and not a bare complaiſant compliance 
with that of an equal. All this was when he came 
down at firſt, and ſo before he became man; nay 
at the firſt creation he obe and miniſtred to the 
+ 2 Def. p. 177. Farther Vindic. p. 5006. 


9 n . F Fy * 


is hut cereme 
eto call it a greatneſs of priority, and then to 


turn that priority into nothing hut order, i. E. 
firſt in conception, without any. See in it, 
is treachery. and deceit *. As to, the vo luntaty 


in his glory which he expected, then he ſaid 


My Father is. greater. than 4, which, is the fame 


as; to ſay I am noi jo great. as be, Loo weak! is 
the vulgar evaſion, 
divine nature, Which would make our Lor 


argument of no ſtrength; 3 che learned therefore 
are forced to allow it of the divine nature with 


the antient-Athena/ians, . that becauſe of his 
5 inne original. As from the Father he de- 


Fives his being, ſo the Father i is greater, that is, 


ſays Dr. W. is prior in order but not in autho- 
rity 0 power, but Chriſt owns a majority, not 
der, which among abſolute 


only 2 priority. of 
hy and courteſy, and there- 


economy I ſhall conſider that preſen ty. 


Again, after Chriſt's exaltation it is Rill the 
fame, Ged is the bead of Cbriſt, as Chriſt is the - 
head of every man, 1. Cor. 1 1. 3. Chriſt is ſet 
over all by the Father, and is to ſurrender all to 
him 1 Cor. 15. 27. When the Father is ſaid to be 

above all Zphe/. 4. 6. no exception of the Son is: at 

any time put in, but here, when the Son is ſaid fo 
have all things put under him, the Father. is 
carefully excepted, a limitation, which the Fe- 
 ther's ſupremacy admits not of. 

II. As to the primitive Fathers als. in this 
point, the Doctor grants what is natorious to all 
readers, that they perpetually own the Son or 

Word to have miniſtred to (or ſubſerved) the 


Father in the making the world, 8 to be 


6g 4 35 oy 


Sermon p. 49. Ferch. Vindp. 356. 
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| ar-necd of « medjator. . 
"Gs when. Ph (FH returning. to heaven, - 


that this is not ſpoken of. 19 
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Obſervations on Dy: Waterland 
tis angel or "meſſenger ; ; in ſhort, "that the Father 


commanded, and the Son obeyed , ſo Irenzus, 
Clemens, Origen : The controverſy then will 


iſſue in this, whether the being under the com- 
mand of another be not inferiority. Is not this 
the plain notion of it? It is not only the freely 
performing an act of ſubjection, like Chriſt's 


waſhing the diſciples feet |, but being under 
Juſt command, bid and bound to do it. Would 


Peter have commanded Chriſt to waſh his feet, 
or could he forbid it? No, but here it is ſo. 


It avails nothing what thoſe Fathers thought ; 
of Chriſt's ſubſtance or neceſſary exiſtence, ſince 


they held zhis pre if conſiſtently, then 
they judged he might be one in ſubſtance and 


yet inferior, as one mag may be a ſubject 


of another, who is his ruler, altho' of no better 


ſubſtance; which ſhews their ſenſe of the matter 


was not to prove equality of authority from 


equality of nature; if not conſiſteniiy, then are 


rhey of no regard here, but hold it they did, if 


words can expreſs it, viz. that the Son was under 


the command of the Father, a ſuperior perſon 


to him, tho* of the ſame nature, and tho? with 


the Father he had a joint dominion over all others. 


The Doctor thinks to evade this by ſaying, 


that it all relates to his having an inferior offite 
by his own free conſent according to the volun- 


tary æconomy among the three divine perſons **. 


I: neceſſary exiſtence, we are al by his law 
fs | and 


a 73 6. 2d Def. p. 107. 108. + Defen. : 
188. e 195 7 2d Defen . p. 20. . N 


But will the Doctor ſay, that almighty God 
is under the command and diſpoſal of another, 


be he of what nature and ſubſtance he will ? If 
we ſeparate the dominion from the nature, our 
concern lies chiefly- with God relatively, as our 
ruler, more than with his abſtrafted ſubſtance or 
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and moral perfections, more than by notions of 
his philofophical natural ſubſtance. Vet I may tell 
him from Tertullian, that his pretended voluntary 
economy, unſcriptural as ĩt is, (for the Scriptures 
never ſay, that the Father ſought or aſked the con- 
ſent of the Son or Spirit to ſend them) ſeems to me 
| fo far from being the ground of the Father's do- 
minion over the Son, that it appears to me to be 
the conſeguence and reſult of that dominion as 
prior, it being the Father's œcoomy and order 
of them to this or that miniſtry, as he pleaſed : thus 
Tertullian ſays, in this œconomy Pater voluit, 
&c. the Father willed the Son to be on earth and 
himſelf in Heaven Sc. and ſo Fuſtin Martyr +, 
this the Doctor allows || Not a word of the con- 
ſent or will of all three, but of the Father. only, 
whereas the condeſcending party's will ſcems 
moſt needful in the caſe, if they had not been 
ſubje& to the Father Their conſent with obe- 
dience ſhews not, that God's right of commanding 
was only from an agreement as among equals, 

for he covenants with good men, and they con- 
ſent, but yet were bound to it beforehan 
Whenthe Doctor is told how the Fathers ſay he 
San was begotten according to tbe will of tbe 
Fatber, he replies, this notes only his con ſent and 


liking, but not that it was in him precarious or 


arbitrary will; ſo then I may have the ſame leave 
to ſay, if the Son or Spirit agree to the ſame œco- 
nomy or diſpoſition, yet their liking proves not 
that they were at liberty to do otherwiſe ; yet 
it is not ſaid that their agreement was required 
in the matter. No, the diſpoſition of the mo- - 
_  narchy was into as many names, quot Deus voluit, 
nay Tertullian intimates, that when the cecono- 
my ſhall ceaſe, and the monarchy ſhall be reſtored 
to the Father according to 1 Cor. 15. eds | 
. | | then 
® Cont. Prax. c. 23. + Dial p. 370. | 2d Def. p. 285, 286. 


then ſhall the Son be ſubjected! to the Father, and 


thar by this means the divine monarchy was pre- 
and ord vhich the Father might adminiſter by his 
„or by whom. elſe he pleaſed; ſo that ER 
. demonſtrates plainly. the Fatber's ante- 
cedent fuperiority to the Son and Spirit, and that 
it ariſes not from an agreement merely. æconomical, 
as the Doctor would have it, but _ for all this 
be a natural domin ion. 
The Doctor is then very injurious to-this pre- 
eminent ſuperiority of the Father of our Lord Je- 
ſus Chriſt, whom he denies to be his inferior but 


from his own condeſcenſion, and fo. it-is only at the 


* 


. Son*spleaſure : The Docton who is ſo often diſturb- 
r at the ee of lr Son's ae ms, thought a 


hve to 297 2 * is under an org ads: remains 
as powerful to command the other, as that other 
him; ſuch an one may perſuade to act in concert, 
but ſurely would not pretend to commend him, 
"who is his equal in power and right. The Doctor 
muſt ſuppoſe the Son of a nature, from which 
ſupreme authority (negative at leaſt, ſo as to be 
under none) is unalienable, that he can't ſeparate 
ſupremacy from his being, elſe if he had really 
gwen up his equality to the Father, then he 
would become ſo much leſs than he in dominion; 
""_ then why-not by _— if it may be volun- 
PO 


* Part, vnd. 3. 90 * 


arte le F date 


7 tb anfipere for fue "the Father cos | 


manded his Word, as is fully g on all 
Bands, then had he juſt authority fo to dog and 
if it was by juſt authority, then was it requiſite 
he ſhould Be obeyed, and the Som could have no 
right to refuſe ft „ whiel F an equal he 
might: Note this was before man was ertatecꝭ when 
no office of mediator was wanted; and yet this ſub- 


jection hinders not the Son from being ſtilt Lord of 


' the univerſe, and having one commu dominion with 


After all, the Doctor ſeems not to have 
right notions of this dominion of the Father, and 
. inferiority of the Son; for ſuppoſe be Son is na- 
turally a ſubeli of the Fa ther, and the Father bis 
ſovereign Lord; then, ſays he, be bas. an abſolute 
right over him to call bim to account, to reward - 
bim if be dots well, to puniſb bim if be does amiſs: 
this all men underftand, ſays he, by ſupreme do- 
minion, to compel, conſtrain, puniſh and to. bridle 
at pleaſure T. Any one may ealily' ſee what an 
in vidious repreſentation this is of the caſe; that 
the Father commands, diſpoſes, and rewards the 
Son, is indeed part of dominion, which tis plain 

the Father has exerciſed ; but as to compelling, 
conſtraining, puni, ng, and bridling him, reverence 
for his beloved Son, in whom he is always well 


_ pleaſed, ſhould teach us to forbear ſuch language; 


he is one with him in intire harmony and confor- 
mity of will, does always what pleaſes him; ſo 
none of theſe things need to be mentioned: As 


St. Paul ſays, the law is not made for the rigb- 1 Tim. 1. 


teous, but for the lawleſs, ſo I ſay, compelling, 9- 


conſtraining, & c. has nothing to do in the dominion 


over a perfectly obedient Son, that never offends. 
» would aſk the Doctor, if he . this ä 


S 2d Def. 3. 18; 


_> 


* Brown nts 


the Father, tho it be in ſubordination under him. 


„ 


* 1 . 


W 2 * * 8 * * N — 
- ac or ebb BS 1 2 * 2 1 
Ps FR e 7 
* © * 
. * 


be ſaid even of the man Chriſt Jeſus," (after his 
notion) who certainly is the ſubject and creature 
of the Father. Will he chuſe to ſay any thing 
of power to conſtrain, puniſh, and bridle him? 
which he irreverently ſuppoſes to be the meaning 
of his apponent, ſaying, I, ihis-your ines 5 
It is not ſuppoſed: by the Doctor's adyerſaries, « 
that our Lord is in that low ſubjection, tat © 
Heb. 3. 4, Moſes waf faithful as a ſervant, but Chriſt as a 
Heut 2, Son over God's bouſe. Moſes talked. face to: face, 
10. but this Son of his boſom had much greater inti- 
| macy and favour, nay, 10 which of the angels ſaid 
Heb. 1. 5. he at any time, Thou art my Son? He is dignified 
as a Son greatly regarded by the Father, whom 
he ſerves; the ſtate of a ſon is quite different from 
that of a ſervant, tho? yet under the Faiher too. 
Indeed our Lord, tho? a Son, is of the govern- 
ing part over all, excepting him who ſet him 
over all with all power in heaven and earth; it is 
but one authority in God and in his vicegerent, 
altho* not in both alike abſolutely, eminently, 
independently, and in equal degree. 
We need not trouble our ſelves here about the 
One ſubſtance or nature, for a ſubject may be of 
the ſame (or perhaps better) ſubſtance in kind with 
his prince, and yet be really under his dominion; 
it is not the ſulſtance which we pay ſubjection to, 
but the authority and power is all in the caſe. 
Since therefore it is allow d there may be a volun- 
tary command ing ſuperiority in the Father, this 
ſhews that the ſubſtance or nature of the Son, 
whatever it be, is capable of ſubjection, and act- 
ing a miniſterial part, ſo that it is not eſſential to his 
nature to have the ſame early with the Father, 
. while yet it appears very juſt to ſuppoſe the Father 
to have a xa/ural ſuperiority over him. 
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Menuirs of 155 Life BE x 
 Yiments of the R everend Dr. 
SAMUEL CLARKE. 8 


Had no ud tance: ith: Dr. Clarke ; in hs 
1 former part of his life, but on reading his 
ſermons at Mr. Boylès lecture, when - firſt pub- 
liſhed, I remarked and extracted ſome things out 
of them, which I apprehended could not come 
from a man of deep. thought and judgment in 
conſiſtency with the common notions of a Trinity 
of eat gere divine perſons; and tho I then kneẽ r 
nothing of him but from his writings, yet I ſu- 
1 Sits he could not be a right Atbana/ian; parti- 
cularly from his VIIth propoſition oſ the being of 
God, viz. That it follows from his neceſſary ex- 
9 Rane, that God muſt of neceſſity be BUT ONE; 
< and: that it were an expreſs. contradiction to 
« ſuppoſe ro different natures; ſhould be neceſ- 
4 ſarily exiſtent, ſince it will be no contradiction 
to ſuppoſe one of them: might exiſt alone, and 
„the other" not to exiſt, and conſequently not to 
be neceſſarily exiſtent. I concluded, that the 
ſame reaſons lay againſt two different neceſſarily 
_ exiſtent” perſons, and that one inſinite al mighty all- 
ſufficient divine per ſan may as eaſily be ſuppoſed 
to exiſt alone without anolber, as one divine be- | 
ang, and fortbat one alone be all that. is neceſſariy 
exiſtent We the ſame ſri method of Tea ink 4 
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480 Memoirs of the Life 
And indeed I imagine ſome ſtrength in this 
reaſoning,” becauſe ſuch, as ſtand up for three ne- 
ceſſarily exiſtent co-equal divine perſons with Dr. 
 Waterland and others, ſeem ſo well aware of this 
conſequence, that they are for quitting this great 
principle of natural religion concerning the Unity 
ef God; denying it to be any certain principle of 
natural religion at all, that there is BUT ONE. 
GOD or BUT ONE. NECESSARILY 
EXISTENT BEING, referring to theScrip- - 
ture alone to decide this point, and to inſtruct us 
what number there may be of almighty Gods, 
whether but one or many, and here it is they learn 
to ſay There is but one Cod. Thus the author of 
the Remarks on Dr. Clarke's expoſition of the 
church catechiſm, p. 65. allows it but probable, 
not certain, by the light of nature; and Mr. 
Brown, the defender of Dr. Waterland, makes 
the challenge with great courage, Demonſtrate 
then, ſays he, that there can be but one all-perfeF + 
. being *, 1o that if by aatural light the Unity of 
God be demonſtrable (which Dr. Clarke under- 
took to ſhow, and without which the heathens 
are not inexcuſable in their polytheiſm) it will 
be difficult for theſe gentlemen to make out. their 
three neceſſarily exiſtent perſops conſiſtent with that 
principle, which therefore they ſeem” not very 
fond of ſeeing proved by the light of nature. 
_  - © Some time after his Scripture-doFrine of the 
' *Trmity had been publiſhed, I became perſonally ac- 
quuainted with' him, tho at firſt he was upon the 
reſerye, as he afterwards acknowledged to me. 
The firſt time that we had any free diſcourſe, as - 
remember, was at the houſe of Dr. Cannon, (af- 
terwards Dean of Lincoln) the ſaid Doctor in- 
viting me thither with a deſire, that I ſhould 
ſpeak to Dr. Clarke my ſentiments of 2 24 
Breuss Animadverſions on two pieces, p. 16, 17. 


4 * 


bock, 3 Lebe 5 
we entred into ſome diſcourſe,” and I mentioned 


| ſomething; which I excepted againſt in his 2 
_ propoſition, where he aſſerted; that — na 
ture the bighef titles are aſcribed to the Son, 


<<. even tals as include all divine powers, ex- 


<. cept abſolute ſupremacy and independency z 


becauſe to ſuppoſe theſe communicable is, he 
; exprels contradiction, and 3 


he execs 45 to all cee, 


Som. had all — — God-che 


Father could cammunicate, tothe utmoſt. 
Upon cis L. ſald to him, that as my great 
concern, in what I had done in this controverſy, 
was chiefly. to 
— 
abſolute firſt cauſe: of all, and: all "derived. beings 
produced. by his good! Pl pleaſure z 3.46 I doubted, 
that he hail not ſufficiently ſecured: ibis, becauſe 


he: ſeem'd to aſſert the 8 55 divine power, 
knowledge, and every other infinite perfection 


to be in the don, only that theſe perfections had 


been communicated to him from the Father, . but. 


were-in other reſpects as great and extenſive - as 


the Fatber's,: tho? derived from him. I further 

aid, that ſince he held the So being to be the 

voluntary production of the Father, it followed, 
that he could have no more than what the Father 

| pleaſed to communicate to him, that therefore 

it could not be certainly known, that he had 21 


, which. could: poſſibly be 'communicated,. unleſs. it 
d that this was the will of the Father, 


which is by no means clear; nay on the con 


33 rather, that all ble communi- 
cable perfections were not communicated to him, 
ſinoe had not the knowledge of the time of 
3 II. Hh that 


4 


eſerve ſacred the everlaſting * 
muſt be between the unoriginate 
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ber that he 
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ina it or not, Lcannot ſay, but 1 440 
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Mr. Beyſe to a demotiratioan. 


_ +. ſuch bleſſings, as it is the proper uffice of the 


A ET" or. ET days 


es i. we | | 
the matter he might think: that p ir 
ſition did not imply; ſo much, as I appre 


it. Ar 


Iris ſecond 8 had alte 


AVindication of ibe worſbip of — th Fei ade 
an Unitarian principles, 2 that] had anſ we 


Some time after 1 obſerved 0c) kinks, thation 


| his 54th propoſition. viz. there is no clear pre- 
cept nor example in Scripture ſor p | 
prayer directly to the pe on of: thi Joly Spirit] 


ing uß 


he had this note ; C As there art in Seripture clear 
examples of offering up prayers to Ihe Son for 


Son to beſtow. — Zidy Sails 

<<: may.be deſited to convey ſuch gifts, as it is 
4 his pecuflar office: to diſtribute. I excepte. 
againſt. this as a very uncertain inference, Both 
of the Son by prayer i 


1 his ah but om 
—— s ability to give, but om 


ion over us, vhich intitles him to that 
and therefore we pray not to angels, tho 


they r ability to do -much © for, us, but 17 


dominion that we know of, to act for us at their 


aun diſpoſal, nor do we Each eee ee 
_ aſcribed I's: Ha Spirit, nor ever r 


ture of bis thront, his glory, or majeſty, of bis - 


ſervants, his church, or kingdom; and alſo bee. 


cauſe the Apoſtles. were as much concerned, as 
any, to regard this inference. or. analogy in their 
own practice, which we don't find they ever did 


only they prayed and wiſh'd for the Holy Spirit's: 


communications, and alfo for the grace and fa- 
vour * the * __—_ of God: and 7 3 


fition of ibe eatechiſm would infer, p. 9. from 4 


Lamb Grebe ah erty Nb, 1 % 
5. 6. Was, or to effect dhe Fs 
cke obje@ionly what force he might fee in thik | 
Lam nor ber 4 teme er not that 
be oppoſad it ſo T fœund that in his next eddi. 
tion he left gd that note an this propoſition, ſo 


bent be way er. bead not clear in der 
af Forts 475. 5 Io 5 2 3:49 If} + # 441 . * Iv N *. 
But T fever found that he doubted of tte 


worſbip of the r by invocation,” or Har de 
changed his mind in tfrat ele of worſhip, as 
the author of the Remarks: vn Dr.. Clarke's expo- 


paſſage being dropt in the ſecond 1 edition -of the 
y ture dotirine, towards the end of the notes 

"44th/propoſition, but I think the inference 
— unjuſt; for the note omitted was only his 
own candid interpretation of Archbiſhop 3 


words, viz." That we ſhould pray th God only, and 


10 Bim as bu, Father through ; Tofu 15 Chriſt: 2 


Lord, by adding as a falvo, the meaning is 
not that prayers" may not at all be offered ta 
« rhe Son, but that they muſt always ultimate 
"0 * be a=, rag to God only, as our Father, through 
Chriſt This he ſup poſed might be implied. 
tho” net e it was not any propoſition of 
his own that he dropt; perhaps he might not 
think it proper, on dme actount or other, for 
him to ſay What might be that learned Archbi- 
ſhop's meaning, or he might think it needleſs,” 
and ſo paſs'd it by. But his own propoſition 
50, which was expreſs upon this article of the 
wworſoip of the" Son, ſtands juſt as it did before, 
he alledges the ſame Scripture examples of the 
invocation of the Son, and refers to the fame 
texts for it, and particularly to St. oy be 
prayer. Sex ſgcc | "Hb Pp. 122. * Vas 
I 7 2 


El Memoirs 2 te fe. 


H Ae 1 en eh 


Ad his ju Ain judgment. in this article, hen he ſaw. 
moſt. proper place he had in expreſs 


| — 5 declared the very ſame ſentiments, and 


. 0 15 as he had before? yet ſo vehement is he 


g this.. accuſation, - that he labours to 
[oc — en it from the | Modeſt plea, which, ſays 
he, being publiſti d the ſame year with the ſecond edi · 
tion of the Scripture-dofFrine, and by. the ſame au- 
thor, may be preſumed 10 be writes with the ſame 


vieles as the Expoſitian and yet out of this he makes 


zuſt nothing at all, arguing from bare omiſſions 


only like the omiion ! in relation to Archbiſhop | 


Mate's words abovemention'd; for in the Mo- 
| FPS Plea itſelf (here brought to prove Dr. Clarke's 
oppo/ing. the direct worſhip of any perſon , the 
Father only) it is expreſly declared, that when 
he ſays all worſhip is to be directed to the Father 
_ Chriſt, (the very thing which the Re- 
marker ſpends his cenſure on) h excepts ſucb 


\4vorſhip, as may be paid to Chriſt. as mediator, for 


which, ſays. he, ue have expreſs ant from 


e in Scri ipture, and the ee ang of G. 


ohn affords ſeveral inſtances of this worſhip paid 
20 Cbriſt, &c. See Modeſt plea p. 118. So that 
che Remarker was either very raſh in cenſuring 
a book he had never read oyer; or very partial 
and. unjuſt 1 in forming-a judgment of L Dr. Clarke's 
opinions merely from his Alencèe in one part, a- 
gainſt his direct paſſtive profeſion to ine contrary 
in ocber parts of the ſame. bouͤ n. 


3 


The whole truth of the matter, as: fat as: I can 


N judge, is this: Dr. Clarke inſiſted but ſparinglyß 


on the abſolute and dire? worſhip of the Son by 
Prayer in compariſon of the Father, as judging 
ON 4 to be the ou 5 l important article, 


in 


* 1 4 
$- a 7 "7 * 
** 


m the CN Gan deln, e 2. to offer dare = 
 0'God The"Flther through Peſus Chriſt, which our = 
Tord has leich "down as the fule of bur pra ics, 5 
Job 16. i "At that day Je Pall ae the Father 
* mn ö Hel mea SE Peder to bite 85 
| ticular 5a en we ma 


ARTE: 

7s the 2 * e yy 
Br. mattsland in his on 
All wor i pr. rimarth pred the ru  . 
and F 2 bur We art 'grnerally 0 de f 
RAT HE. THRO the Son: THAN'T | bits 
and again, to the Father" DF R ECT LAT. 
the Son O BET 9UE LY or interpretativaly. 
1s it any wonder then, that Dr. C/arkehould*hor = 
Jo much inculcate the dire?" (as the J — 
ſhip of Chriſt by prayer, Which, yet ne gral = 
might on ſome p 


cial occalion be uſed, whett | „ 
is yielded by che emarkeer Himfelf, chat it is $65) 7 "ll 
"generally to be ofed,” nor was ſo among the pfi- — 
mitive Chriftfans, but the other e is rather 5 
to be Practiſed? and ſurely at, which is ar- 
to be üſed, is: beſt for Chriſtians, and was fitteſt = - 
to' be'uiged moſt by Dr? Clarke,. che he did nor © 
9 aſide the other as unlawfüh when RE Ep 
reſs the general uſe of it. n 
5 "Rane there is no' exathp Te: in the Scri ptures o 
"af ſolemn” fate general 3 to 5 us Chriſt 
in the ordinary offices of devotion; the prayer % 
Stephen, . 7. wa a fagle peterion on that ex- 
traordinary petial occaſion ef his Viſible appear - 
or re preſentation before his reyes: The other 
jy, oo nl "FE? inſtances | 
A ber 5 . ns Thid. p. 262. And” ad Det. p. 352. 


— 
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ce gd, ſuch as God gud 22 e zue 
25 dirett our way 10 you, ——-axdzomfort you s 
| - and thoſe ſalutations, (Grace 4g 125 e you from 
Cad ibe Faber, Sw + our Lr Chrif,. 
an rather 15 wiſhes, of 
U 10 0 tians, "to yau and you's 1 whereas prayer 
| e objett of it, to God. or Chri . 
1 phy ag 1 ns prayed for... 

And perhaps this may be ſome pa < of that dif 
| Fas which Origen puts between ſolemn proper 
er, which he appropriates to God the ather, 
9 7 in a catechręſtical or leis proper ſenſe, 
N allows to Chrif.. Contra Celſ. P. 283. 
which exactly agrees with his book, Hel N, 
2 Dr. Waterland would have not tg be genu- 
mne, or at leaſt to be contradicted by his later 
VYriting againſt Celſus, whereas. in truth it ſtrongly 

ä confirms it) where he aſſerts, that ſome prayer, 
| „ may not; he addrefs'd, to Chriſt himſelf: | 
; 2 to . th: — apes: . = for 


N © againſt either . ge inter- 
F EH Prayers 91 5 K dire? prayer to Tous 
. V 

As to the paſſ 1855 10 the Clenowtine Conſtia- 

2 tion Liturgy, which are cited on this head, they 4 

SB . correſpond to what I have here ad; be ane, 
1 | _Book 7. chap, 43. has not one word of any prayer 

to Chriſt in it, it only ſays, the perſon to be bap- 

tired ſhould adore Chriſt, and give him thanks 

after the Fathtr : The ather, which the Remarker 


calls 4 a ſolemn n, Nahe e 0 3 wo 


God the . "Book ba arg. after an honow- 
has na mote: this ngje petition, to the Son, 
\Rubate theſe wintad ſpirits, and deliver the: work 
-af 3 their power: and this only on 
2 had Lord's great 
concern to heal, when on earth ; but ſurely this 
one ſhort trahſient requeſt is not _ — 
!Chniſt che object of ſtated: genexal co 
in a Jong (ſeries: of eiten, opal with de E 5 
. 03-53% U 
1 never, at ary time perceiv'd iu bim tha dent 
doubt of: the truth of real genuine Chiriſtianity, 
[whatever © ns have ſince been introduced 
into the ſefſion of i it z and particularly he has 
ſometimes expreſſed himſelf very much affected 
:with: the: * evidence of a divine inſpira- 
tion in the propheries of St. John's revelation, 
which relate to the Great In bore : he thought it 
atherwiſe unconceivable how Si John ſhould be 
able at that time to foretel, that Rome, ng 4 
of. ſeven chills::20d which then reigne 5 
many nations and over the kings of the earth, 
rr of  irieuat harkass | 
by groſs idolatries, with whom ſo many kings and 
nations ſhould commit fornication, and be de- 
 ceiv'd to agree to give their kingdom to the 
beaſt, and uld alſo became ſuch a bloody per | 
ſecutor of the ſaints, c. and this in ſuch! Ry 
colours as he deſcribes it in: This or ſomething 


1 
2 
10 


to this effect was what he-thought very con- 


.cing, and Incumaged that Sir Haar e 
ſame ſentimen nes. n 33 8 - 
We once fell i into dent About the ſuperſti- | 
tious and dangerous miſtaken notions in many 2” 
arp 


ee to think, ache arecreceiving- 
crament with ſome external decency in à ſober 
mood gives them a preſent title to heaven, juſt 
as common titles pals among men by formal 
ä 
NDEFILTITIC a- 
22 even in St. Auſtin s time 
we find a Chriſtian woman applying it to cure 
the blind eyes of her ſon, he ſaid, it was ſo ſtill 
with ſome among us, and that himſelf once had 
great contention with one, who preſſed to haue 
of the remains of the ſacramental ie to keep for 
- fome medicinal uſe, as ſhe had formerly had; (as 
if the Euchariſt were appointedito: is big bodily 
- cures in a natural way like phyſic,) but he-refuſed 
to give it, alledging the authority of the rubric, 
which orders, that the conſecrated remains be 
not carried out of the church; and yet he did not 
herein ſight this poſitive 3 ®, which he 
eſteemid an excellent means to a nobler end than 
. bodily une, W the increaſe of rr eee wa 
virtue. ITE 115 TT : 
* The AER i is. ci04s * ſeems ito ane: wee. 
raſn and inconſiderate in charging the Deiſm and 
Abeiſin of theſe days as owing to the natural con- 
ſequences of Arianiſm, i. e. as he means, of ſuch 
Writings on the Trinity, as Dr. Clarke's and o- 
-thers of that kind; when will ſo obviouſly recoil 
with more terrible force on himſelf; if be, by do- 
ing ſo much (in oppoſition to Dr. Clarke) to ſub- 
vert the Unity of God, and to introduce Polytbeiſm, 
(tho be might not think or deſigm it) has been * 


along opening a moſt plain way to Atheiſm; for 
it has been long a current 1 Deus aut uni- 


e wrongs ages Nun pe on men 
auen 017 rat Ah TIE oe | 


5 A'the Repar 
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Jy 15 b — e 20 1 * 
things may Hell. 
— — hn, and the 
ES thatiDr.Clarke and ener 
your'd to clear the goſpel of : Chriſt 
notions Jars farher'd upon it, = 
— „dien have been i nantun'd with the grett 
zard of andiindifferency aboubthe divine lig : 
But i mik be a ſufficient: rehuke to this author v, 
to put any underſtanding impartial man upon 
ren ring „ nad Dr. Clarke's wil- 
he may ben ah K. is has been the lefg and mot 
ſucceſsful defender of that and of natural 4 
BE S Ne may neee. arneft 


ing . of — 2 — 
that poſt had been determined for Dr. Clare; ue 
once came to alk with me abont ie co know what 5 
de of it. He ſaid he 5 
preſſing — to > renounce it beforehand, whidh. he 
was not for doing, mh Gun it ſeem requiſite, 
e e reſpect e 


dee, a ak -'F a 1 | 1315 . e N . Zo”; 1 
* Saures to be Dr. nanu. | "Fl | 


tine to do its: 2 „ EX 4 Hs 

1:3: Aq my ee wachten of ware Lia 

ly; told him in theſæ or very near theſe words, 

1 Thavit was an dee which n ma of his onder F 

* had ever taken, as I ſuppoſed, that it would 
Anbei an avoeation „ ſtodies and buſineſs 

er ai calling-and ene that, it would abate © 
26,06 the reverence and reſpeR- Paid to him as a 

eite n d would br lookce lookod.on as 2 C. 


< might de-+i-Alſo/-that being p nun 
i vided for already it would bet aſked: 

e might induce: him to take lech an affe. and 
si that ĩt would be imputed to the love of mne; 
e (faid I in the Apotle's d 0 Oman 
$5, of God, flea theſe things. Whareupon he pre- 
| pom —— Wiener [ fin d am againſt 
lit mins times in ten. 1 tho he; was not. a4- 


ſaluely determin'd, yet this ſhew?d he;was not. fond 
of the Lang what Sir Jſaas ſaid of it, to 
which nend was much the ſame as I did. 


However, upon Sir Jaac Newton's death, when 


| it cime to the trial;ol den found that, he relin- 


quiſh'd his claim, Which 1; t was greatly 
— n honour and tho ſome. —— 
i be ſo, yet I am ſure he thereby avdided a great 
deal of reproach, which would have been caſt up- 
9 — that prob ou y from haves who in 
the c circumſtances wou 6 een 
8 — di ditn u more agre 
0 his character, and as was well known to be 
in favour . where e his eminent wan, his 
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Majeſties, had ded him to their gſtgem, 
© it was natural to ſuppoſe he might eaſiſy ob- 
tain ſuch-preferment ; and tha as often proſeſſed 
he cid ro ll for, boron well and el _ 
* as he was, and not at al prem 
Cite to do otherwiſe than juſt what: — 
moſt ft, yet poſſibly he miget haue 
made him: He mentiond ſeveral. — 2 
ments, which he apprehended; might haue bean. 
obtain'd,- 22 —— take nothing, which 
| that he bade expreſi d See 
Onee he aſleed me, - what--pegple -thoughg of 
"bis not having any preferments; when ſom ee 
of his friends 45 advanced? And as | © 
think of no other, I: readily told him, it was 
: thought to be for this reaſon, vi. 0 «be 045 : 
not ſatisfied with the terms of Jubſenibing, c. To 
—_— I'remember — Mus will not hurt 
my charafter; meaning: no doubt, that, men 
— ſee herein; he tad. regard-to conſcience. a- 
bove worldly advantage. But a8 no ſuch ſubſcrip- | 
tion is required of a biſnop there would not be 
that 9 in caſe ſuch an offer were made 
Fon friends; as 1 underſtgod, to conlide ofand-to 
have their thoughts upon ie. 
DE this affair he ſpolke to me more chan once, £ 
but at firſt only in general; upon which I laid to 
him, that i there were anf likelihood of his be- 
ing back'd with athers, who would be concern'd 
to promote any good 'deligns- for ſome reforma- 
tion, one would yield to any thing not ſinful; 
but if it were to be conſider d only a8 . | 
reſpect to himſelf or his ff family, it would 42 | 
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= : |"eetpliining. as he eb dd, of f the 
gener ' indiffe#iney' about religion, among moſt 
f the great, that to chis it was'chiefly owing, 
that matters percefv to be amiſs" were not at- 
tempted to be ed. Which ſort of indif. 
Lerche) T obſer ved to him had been long manifeſt 
-amiong us in this nation from on Plain inftance, 
nz. that whereas the generality, if not aniven- 
ſality of our clergy have given into the Arminian 
"ſeherhe or hed nope and Our arficles do, in forme 
it leaſt, plainly carry the face of Calviniſm, 5 
ne are commonly" eſteemed to do fo, and the 
clergy are repfoached and intangled with it; yet 
men ſeem willing rather to have 7hem' {till ſub- 
ſeribed, than to ſeek for any amendment or a 
1 — when yet they can neither be ſub- 
ribed as articles f truth, (which ſurely was t 
_ * firſt intended) by thoſe, who do'noribuliove them, 
nor yet as articles 4 (as ſome pete d them 
to be) by thoſe who? readily preath' againſt them : 
ſo afraid are ſome of appearing to change, tho n 
man can ever grow wifer but he muſt 8 
hut to retum to Dr. Clart6 
It is certain am ferior biſhoprie en have 
afforded no advantage on any account,” wherein 
he might eaſily have been borne down, and would 
have been under the controul of a ſpiritual ſupe- 
rior; and therefore as he was very well i in his then 
ſtation, and did not ſollicit for any, ſo he ſaid he 
would not thinlt of any; unleſs it were the higheſt; 
and as this opportunity did not offer, ſo he was 
ſenſible, if it did, he ſhould be oppoſed,” whatever 
might be their Majeſties own favour to him, of 
7 Which he had a very Stateful Lene, and ! 
3 5 might 
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fore very natural to ſuppoſe, that this might in- 
celine him to uſe the more caution not to make 
himſelf incapable; of EN be W te- 55 
ſtraint upon him from chat op 3 
ſerved freedom, which others 5 
_ exerciſe, who had given up all expect: wm o 
that kind; nor indeed had any: the ſame. app r- 
tunity or invitation therethik! 2G nut. 16-20 {4 
Some time in November 1727, he wrote me in 
a familiar letter, that he bad a great mind to tall 
with me, if I could come any morning but Satur- 
; acc y within two or three days I went 
10 him, and — more freely and cloſely. of 
theſe matters; we ſoberly and fairly conſider d 
what difficulties and juſt objections might lie in 
his way on the fuppolal of his being ofer'd ſuch 
eccleſiaſtical dignity; for I muſt ſay it, that he 
ever ſeem'd to. me ſeriouſly concerned not to vio- 
late his conſcience for any preferment, nor to run 
raſhly into great ſnares, nor did I ever know any 
man more ready to hear, with all the eaſe and 
calmneſs poſſi ble, what might be in reaſon o oppoſed. 
He never intended by any means to be taken off 
from profeſſing and defending hat he believed 
to be the great truths of the goſpel, and in 
articular ſaid, he intended to print a new edi- 
tion of his ene doidpine;” Kc. W ith. ane 
additions. bs he as 
The greateſt difficulry which ined. 2s, 1 
: member, was the buſineſs of: ordination of | 
_ and deacons. Some things in the pre- 
feribed form he did not approve and could not 
uſe, particularly the hymn, Come Holy Ghoſt eter. 
nal God, &c. but there being liberty to uſe ano-œIkk 
ther hymn, this did not 0 ſome other mat- 0 
ders 1 objected: ks * did not tick with 0 & 
* ut 


